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Abstract

Educators have long sought the best methods for instructing students in the
intricate art of effective written communication. Various technologies, from the pencil to
the word processor, have been considered in this endeavor. With the emergence of newer
digital technologies that allow students to publish writing directly to the World Wide
Web, instructors have begun to explore how best to use this technology for writing
instruction. Wikis, in particular, are tools many educators have begun to experiment with
when trying to supplement their collaborative writing practices. This study attempts to
answer three important questions: have computer-based technologies improved student
writing; what is the best method for implementing a computer-based, writing space for
students; and how can wikis, the quintessential Web 2.0 technology, be used to support
writing instruction? The key component of this study is an action-research based project
involving students from two different schools and grade levels who used a wiki to
participate in a creative writing project based on Jonathan Swift’s satire “A Modest
Proposal.”
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Student Writing and Composition Instruction Using Web 2.0: The Problems and Promise
of Collaborative Technology
Introduction
This paper explores my experience using a wiki, a collaborative web site which
anyone can add content and edit, as a tool expanding on conventional writing instruction.
The technology is easy to use for teachers who have experience with website navigation,
word processing software, and e-mail applications. The technology for collaborative
writing instruction is available on any computer with an Internet connection. By engaging
students in technology that is collaborative, as well as socially agreeable, teachers enrich
their writing instruction and engage students with a familiar, or at least, intriguing
technology: the computer. This technology may enhance writing instruction by providing
students with a forum that allows for a broader audience, thereby creating more
opportunities for feedback and reflection on their writing and the writing of others.
Web 2.0 is a term describing the current trend in using World Wide Web
technology for dynamic, media-convergent web design (Vie, 2008). This next generation
of the World Wide Web aims to facilitate creativity, information sharing, and, most
notably, collaboration among users. These concepts have led to the development and
evolution of web-based communities and hosted services, such as social-networking sites,
wikis, blogs, and folksonomies ("Web 2.0," Wikipedia: The Free Encyclopedia).1 Access
to this technology allows for multiple, peer-based editions with a potential audience
1What makes Wikipedia so contested among educators is concisely stated in Wikipedia’s General Disclaimer:
“Wikipedia is an online open-content collaborative encyclopedia, that is, a volun tary association of individuals and
groups working to develop a common resource of human knowledge. The structure of the project allows anyone with
an Internet connection to alter its content. Please be advised that nothing found here has necessarily been reviewed by
people with the expertise required to provide you with complete, accurate or reliable information. That is not to say that
you will not find valuable and accurate information in Wikipedia; much of the time you will. However, Wikipedia
cannot guarantee the validity of the information found here. The content of any given cuticle may recently have
been changed, vandalized or altered by someone whose opinion does not correspond with the state of knowledge in the
relevant fields” (emphasis theirs).
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beyond the teacher-student classroom confines, and the ability to quickly and easily make
suggestions as well as publish for large audiences.
The application of this technology is important because it has the potential to help
educators enrich the writing process for students. I will discuss how this technology can
improve writing instruction by exploring the following benefits:
•

This technology embraces a medium of communication favored by
students (social networking).

•

It creates a virtual classroom without walls where users can access,
edit, comment, and collaborate on writing anywhere and at any time.

•

It allows for a broader range of feedback from multiple peers and even
other instructors.

•

It allows for an increased management of the “paper load” faced by
many writing instructors.

•

It can be used to establish an electronic writing portfolio that
demonstrates the stages of revision and the growth of the writer; not
just for a single course, but potentially for an entire academic career.

The goal of this study is for English teachers to explore the possible benefits of a
wiki through the creation of a collaborative classroom between two classrooms from two
different schools. The purpose of the study is to determine if there is an increase in
student engagement in the writing process after participating in the digital writing
workshop. I will assess this engagement by surveying student attitudes about the process,
specifically measuring the amount of writing contributed to the site, monitoring the
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frequency of the wiki site usage, and analyzing student perceptions about the process via
a participant survey.
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Student Writing and Composition Instruction Using Web 2.0: The Problems and Promise
of Collaborative Technology

C hapter O n e : R eview of L iterature

Computers and Writing: An Introduction
It is important to make a distinction between "Web 2.0 technology and
composition" and the much larger research-base of "computers and composition." This is
not to suggest one is superior to the other, or even that they are independent entities.
Rather, the distinction needs to be made in order to establish the scope of this
investigation. Ever since the introduction of computers into the classroom, research and
scholarship in composition studies have produced a “computers and composition”
subgenre, even spawning a popular academic journal titled Computers and Composition
(first issue November 1983). Given the ever-changing nature of computer-based
technology, and the subsequent literature produced concerning its application in the
classroom, a more specific focus is warranted.
Collaborative word processing in Web 2.0 re-imagines the concept of authorship.
Writing on the computer using this technology is no longer a solitary activity. Instead, the
process, via web logs, wikis, social networking, and e-mail, makes writing very public
and instantaneous. This is important to study because this technology is being used by
students for purposes of communication (and socialization) more and more every day,
often regardless of socio-economic boundaries (Richardson, 2006).

11

Computers and Composition: Evaluating the Research
Ellen L. Barton, in her chapter titled "Interpreting the Discourses of Technology"
(Selfe & Hilligoss, 1994), divides the research in the field of computers and writing into
two categories: dominant and anti-dominant discourse. Barton characterizes dominant
discourse as uncritically optimistic about how technology will improve composition
studies as well as go beyond and improve American culture. The opposing view is
skeptical about the benefits technology provides. The dominant discourse is rooted in
literary traditions growing out of industrialized America. The anti-dominant discourse is
necessary for initiating discussions about technology's less desirable consequences.
Barton argues for a balanced treatment of technology's effect on society, including
writing in the classroom. In order to maintain a fair and objective view, research must
recognize that progress may indeed have consequences, such as maintaining the unequal
balance of power and authority.
Gail E. Hawisher, in a chapter titled "Research and Recommendations for
Computers and Research," analyzes over 40 qualitative and quantitative studies published
between 1981 and 1987 concerning the effects of word processing on writing. These
comparative studies, case studies, and ethnographies provide an insight into Web 1.0's
effect on composing. Her observations, even a decade later, have important implications
for contemporary researchers. She suggests running multiple treatments of stratified
groups of writers with different computer experience. The purpose of conducting this
type of study may help clarify whether or not word processing "does indeed contribute to
stimulating creative thought" or even better student writing. Concerning study duration,
Hawisher makes the following observation: "It may be that one semester is simply not
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long enough to encourage discernible growth in writing with computers [...]" (Hawisher
& Selfe, 1989, p. 54). This is not to suggest that studies, such as the one pursued in this
project, have no value. Rather, studies that purport to show progress during a brief
timeframe may offer results that have more to do with the writer's latent abilities as much
as (or more than) the technology used. Regarding this tendency, Hawisher suggests that
writers and students maintain their writing habits, regardless of the medium of
production. As this study will demonstrate, Hawisher's prescient observation that students
who weren't extensive writers before word processing "probably will not become
extensive revisers as a result of learning word processing even when revision strategies
are part of the instruction" (p.55). What Hawisher does not mention, though, is the
potential for increased student engagement in the writing process using newer, computerbased technologies. Student engagement can go a long way in helping the writing
instructor accomplish pedagogical goals.
Despite the latent characteristics of the research subjects, Web 2.0 technology
contains powerful tools for researchers. These tools provide a permanent, electronic,
dated record of student writing that can be catalogued over marking periods, semesters,
or even over the span of entire academic careers. A writer's portfolio can be completely
digital, showing a progression from draft to draft as well as the process of invention used
to generate topics and content. In this manner, it is now possible to measure student
writing progress between the traditional classroom and the electronic classrooms.
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Computers in the Classroom: Why They Have Yet to Transform Pedagogy
Against this backdrop o f opportunity, there are some that have called on us to
hold back. In essence, they seek a moratorium on the educational use o f digital
technologies, including the Internet, until clear evidence o f their effectiveness and
shortcomings are better understood. We believe that this call, if heeded, would
squander a momentous opportunity in education. This Commission believes that
we have sufficient evidence to know that the Internet—if used wisely—enhances
education.
The Power of the Internet for Learning: Moving from Promise to Practice, WebBased Education Commission
In 2001, education-technology researcher Larry Cuban published Oversold and
Underused: Computers in the Classroom (2001). In this book, Cuban researches the
computer use of various professions, but with a particular emphasis on elementary and
high school classroom teachers. Through his research, he concluded that despite a decade
of intense technology investment in public schools, teachers have yet to integrate
computers and other information technologies into their instructional/curricular routines.
Based on these findings, Cuban offers several hypotheses concerning how the culture and
climate of schools may prevent teachers from using technology for broadened purposes
beyond word processing and research. Cuban, however, does not offer suggestions for
how best to utilize the technology that is already present. In the seven years since he
published his book there has been a significant increase in quality access to the Internet in
schools and homes nationwide. Though these improvements may not necessarily affect
the culture and climate of a school, the greater reliability and ease of current software
applications, computers, and networks may make utilization of this technology more
likely in the market place, our political space and eventually our classroom space. As
such, a reinvestigation of Cuban's findings may be warranted to determine if his findings
are still as relevant today as they were almost a decade ago.
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Though there is still a significant disparity between rich and poor districts as far
as at-home access is concerned, quality access is now becoming more common in all
districts. According to John Wells and Laurie Lewis in their report "Internet Access in
U.S. Public Schools and Classrooms: 1994-2005," as of fall 2005 "nearly 100 percent of
public schools in the United States had access to the Internet, compared with 35 percent
in 1994" (4). Of even greater significance is the ratio of students to instructional
computers with Internet access. The report claims that the ratio of students to
instructional computers with Internet access has improved significantly. The ratios were
computed by "dividing the total number of students in all public schools by the total
number of instructional computers with Internet access in all public schools (including
schools with no Internet access)" (6). In 1998 (around the time Larry Cuban had been
conducting his study), the ratio was just over 12 students per instructional computer. In
2005, that number dropped to a ratio of 3.8 students to instructional computer.
Likewise, significant progress has been made in improving access for students of
lower-income levels. In 1998, the difference between the wealthiest districts compared to
the poorest districts (where 75% of students were on free or reduced lunch programs), the
ratio of students to instructional computer was 10.1 to 1 compared to 16.8 to 1. By 2005,
this difference in ratio dropped to 3.8 to 1 versus 4.0 to 1, a difference of only about 5%
(Wells& Lewis, 2006, "Table 6," p. 24). The purpose of citing these statistics is to show
that computers are increasingly becoming more a part of the classroom, and possibly
more a part of instructional routines.
Has this rising access transformed instruction? Wells and Lewis report that only
"One third of teachers reported feeling well or very well prepared to use computers and
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the Internet for instruction," suggesting the transformation is still on the horizon (9).
Schools attempt to address this deficiency through professional development. According
to the same report, "In 2005, 83% of schools with Internet access indicated that their
school or school district had offered professional development in their school on how to
integrate the use of the Internet into the curriculum in the 12 months prior to the 2005
survey" (9). As more educators are trained on how to use the technology available, I
anticipate that the comfort levels of teachers will improve.
How educators frame their pedagogy may also have an impact on the
effectiveness of computer integration in the classroom. Henry Jay Becker (1999), in his
report "Internet Use by Teachers: Conditions of Professional Use and Teacher-Directed
Student Use," suggests teachers who employ a "constructivist" approach to classroom
instruction tend to use computers in more transformative ways than teachers who use a
more "traditional approach" to classroom instruction. The constructivist model, Becker
offers, "involves having students work on complex projects, often in groups, and often
with different groups working on different projects. In this model, students learn skills
and concepts in the context of using them to do something—for example, in making a
product" ("Constructivism and Internet Use"). Teachers whose instructional plan follows
from constructivist learning theory will not only use group projects more than other
teachers; they will, for example, emphasize the student's own responsibility for designing
their own tasks, for figuring out their own methods of solving problems, and for assessing
their own work—all as a means of making learning tasks more meaningful to students.
Becker shows that the result of this constructivist approach has direct implications for
computer and Internet usage: "On all four measures o f Internet use and valuation, the
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more constructivist the teacher the greater their average use and the more positively they
viewed the Internet" (emphasis Becker).

Computers and Composition: An Effective Marriage?
"The Effects of Computers on Student Writing: A Meta-analysis of Studies from
1992 to 2002," attempts to answer the daunting question of the efficacy of computers for
student composition. This study presents some promising results concerning how
computers benefit the writing process. The authors conclude that research over the past
two decades consistently finds students "tend to make revisions while producing, rather
than after producing, text. Between initial and final drafts, students also tend to make
more revision when they write with computers. In most cases, students also tend to
produce longer passages when writing on computers" (Goldberg, Russel, & Cook, 2003,
p. 20). The study also observes that the writing process in computer-based environments
also tend to be more social and collaborative as compared to the solitary activity of
writing using traditional pen and paper.
Another issue to consider is the type of digital literacy students possess when
entering our classrooms. Most students today come to the classroom with experience in
numerous modes of digital writing, though, from my own observances, not necessarily
skill in the particulars of word processing. For example, most of the students I have
encountered know how to copy and insert HTML code into personal web pages, but often
don't know how to properly format margins or line spacing in a word-processing
document. A recent example of the pervasiveness of computer use by students was
observed by Will Richardson, a prominent proponent of technology in education, when
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he visited an "underachieving" public high school in Manhattan with a population of
about 3,500 students. During his visit, he polled students about their use of social
networking sites, and makes the following observation: "Many of them had a decent
Internet connection at home, but many had none. Despite that, they guessed almost 90%
of the school had MySpace pages, that they went there every day, that they used it to
communicate and get information about homework, and that, of course, it was blocked in
school" ("Students Pay," 2008). If research on computers and writing is to remain
relevant, it needs to be aware of how our students are changing. In "Digital Natives,
Digital Immigrants: Parts I and II," Marc Prensky (2001) argues that we are now
encountering the first generation of students who grew up with digital technology, and
that this influence has had a radical impact upon the way student perceive and use
information. He refers to these students as "Digital Natives," whereas most teachers can
be classified as "Digital Immigrants." As such, today's students come into our classrooms
fluent in the digital language of "computers, video games, and the Internet." For these
students, there was no need for them to consider the implications of how they can use this
technology to transform the way they learn; they were bom into this change. Therefore,
the language of technology is natural for them, their "native tongue" of sorts. Most
teachers, on the other hand, must leam this new language of technology. Though we may
never completely lose our accent,” to borrow from Prensky’s metaphor, good
communicators adjust to their audiences. Wikis and other collaborative, web-based
applications for writing instmction are examples of tools these adjustments because they
most resemble the format and mode of writing students are used to, as compared to the
"antiquated" pen and paper.
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Computers and Composition: Making the Innovation Happen
Reliability and ease of use has dramatically improved since the introduction of the
personal computer in the classroom. Henry Jay Becker (2000) makes similar observations
in his study "Findings from the Teaching, Learning, and Computing Survey: Is Larry
Cuban Right?" Even at the time Becker completed his study (based on data from the 1998
national survey of teachers (referred to as "Teaching, Learning, and Computing Survey"),
he was able to make the following observations:
Software applications that in earlier years were ffustratingly slow or markedly
limited in their functionality have matured a great deal, providing much more in
the way of on-line user help, even as they have come to provide more
functionality. Moreover, the instructional possibilities that computers provided to
teachers were much narrower then than now. New applications have evolved that
hardly existed ten or fifteen years ago—electronic mail, the World Wide Web,
software for presenting digital slide shows, student-created multimedia authoring
environments, and digital video-editing, just to name some. ("Introduction")
In the near decade since his study, this technology is now more reliable, more userfriendly, and more classroom friendly. Likewise, technology that hardly existed at the
time of his study, Web 2.0 technologies in particular, have arrived that makes it even
easier to use the technology to enhance and even transform the classroom. The
chalkboard, increasingly, is being replaced by the digital projector that is connected to a
computer with an Internet connection. Furthermore, the classroom computer station is
now, more than ever before, more likely to be a reliable portal to information and
communication opportunities well beyond the classroom.
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In "Small Group and Individual Learning with Technology: A Meta-Analysis,"
the authors reviewed 122 studies involving 11,317 learners to investigate how students
learn using computer technology (Lou, Abrami, & d'Apollonia, 2001). That the computer
has not revolutionized education, the authors contend, may be more of a result in how
this technology has been integrated into the classroom. Based on an analysis of earlier
studies about other classroom technologies (radio, television, early computer-assisted
instruction), the authors make the following intuitive observation: "[Mjerely installing the
hardware does not produce the desired outcomes" (p.449-450). In their meta-analysis, the
authors cite several significant factors preventing greater integration of this technology.
Their reasons note the lack of speed and reliability of earlier machines, the drill-and
practice design of early software programs, the fear of many teachers that the technology
would replace them in the classroom, and finally, the fear that many teachers and parents
felt that computers would isolate students, reducing their development of social skills.
Lou et. al. (2001) also note that the use of the computer for instruction has
progressed since its earliest introduction into the classroom. They argue that computer
technology and applications have evolved from tools for drill and practice to the more
current conception of the computer as a tool with multiple capacities, including
"microworlds, intelligent tutorials, simulations and games, interactive hypermedia and
multimedia environments, computer-mediated communication, and Web-based courses"
(476). Given the variety of applications, the change of teacher and parent attitudes about
this technology, and the social context within which this technology is used, the authors
observed a positive effect on student achievement. Having extracted 486 independent
findings from the 122 studies investigated, the authors conclude: "These positive results
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indicate that when working with [Computer Technology] in small groups, students in
general produced substantially better group products than individual products and they
also gained more individual knowledge than those learning with CT individually" (476).
As such, educators can not expect that introducing a single machine into the classroom
will produce a dramatic transformation. Rather, the computer needs to be integrated in
such a way that it can be used collaboratively, in group-learning projects.
The writer's workshop can be taken online where multiple drafts by multiple
students can be accessed, read, evaluated, and commented upon by groups of students in
a collaborative environment. This alone has the potential to transform, though modestly,
the more traditional practice of students reading and evaluating the works of only the
group members present. Furthermore, unlike other technology enhancements in the
classroom (be it the pencil with eraser, a calculator, a film strip, or a television) the
computer with an Internet connection is the only one with the capacity to open the
classroom from a strictly local environment to one that reaches beyond the school, the
county, and even the country. This ability to communicate, collaborate, and publish
content beyond a single location is a hallmark of Web 2.0 technology, and one that has
the most promise for transforming the "business as usual" aspect of current writing
instruction practices.
This technology provides an authentic, readily available audience that forces
writers into considering a readership beyond the teacher and (possibly) a few other
students. Audience awareness in writing is an important feature that has to be considered
when we want to distinguish novice from expert writing. Concerning the importance of
audience awareness, Jose' Branda~o Carvalho (2002) argues that the attainment of
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audience awareness is an important step in writing development, as it means that "writers
understand that writing and speaking are different realities and that this difference has to
be reflected in the texts they produce. Expert writers produce texts taking their goals as
well as their audience into account, while novice writers tend to generate their ideas on
the topic they are dealing with" (272-273). Because writing produced on a wiki or a web
log can be viewed by innumerable readers may produce more motivation in student
writers to make considerations about their writing product, including its appearance as
well as its content.
There has been considerable research on the relationship between audience
awareness and writing instruction (Atwell, 1998; Carvalho, 2002; Karchmer, 2001;
Putnam, 2001). Rachel A. Karchmer (2001) investigated how the Internet can influence
literacy and literacy instruction in the classroom. In her results section, she discusses
many of the benefits reported by participating teachers who published student work on
the Internet. Many of the participants explained that when students knew their work
would be viewed by others, more effort was given by students. These benefits can be
summed up in a quote offered by one of the participating teachers: "Before the Internet,
my children did not write as much as writing without a purpose was not fulfilling. We
have a purpose now, and that makes the work more interesting for the children" (p. 459).
When students realize that their writing will be viewed by a much larger audience creates
positive pressure to present their work in the best possible manner. As one student
reported (Putnam, 2001), audience awareness was an important consideration. The
student wrote: "I think this [Internet-based, book publishing] project helped me with my
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revision. If I were only turning in writing to my teacher, I probably wouldn't care too
much if I had a few spelling errors or grammatical errors" (p. 105).
In order for any technological innovation to take place, regardless of its potential,
conditions have to be met in order for the technology to be used to its fullest advantage.
The article "Conditions for Classroom Technology Innovations" (Zhao, Pugh, Sheldon, &
Byers, 2002) reports on why teachers are not using available computers for classroom
innovations. The article discusses 11 factors that affect the ability of teachers to
successfully implement a technological innovation. The authors conclude: "Innovations
that were the most distant from the teacher's existing practices and school culture were
less likely to succeed, as were those innovations that were more dependent on other
people and resources" (512). Their study confirms the common assumption that a
teacher's technological proficiency is a major contributor to whether or not technology
will be used. The study also noted that more than just being tech savvy, teachers also
need to know how to use a specific technology in teaching. The innovation needs to be
aligned with how teachers view their pedagogical practice. The closer the innovation
resembles a teacher's current practice, the easier it will be for the teacher to implement
the innovation. Other criteria used to determine the likelihood that an innovation will take
hold concerns the concepts of "distance" and "dependence." Distance refers to how far
removed the innovation is from existing practice. Dependence refers to how much the
innovation relies on other people or resources (496). The utility, ease-of-use, and
reliability of today's computers and computer networks satisfy many of these
infrastructure considerations. In addition, web logs and wikis have adopted WYSIWYG
("what you see is what you get") editors that very closely mimic the functionality of a
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word processor. Nonetheless, resident experts, or quickly accessible on line support is
necessary to mitigate unforeseen user errors, and equipment malfunctions. With such
conditions technology can be more effectively integrated into the writing classroom.
Using computers for writing instruction is not a "distant" concept for English
teachers. Evidence that English teachers in the upper elementary grades use technology
more frequently than in other subject areas can be found in a study conducted by Yong
Zhao and Kenneth A. Frank (2003). In this study Zhao and Frank conducted a study of
technology uses in 19 schools in a mid-Westem state. Among their criteria for selecting
schools to participate in the study include a recent bond or grant for implementing
technology (bet. 1996-2001), a willingness on the part of the superintendent to
participate, and a district size large enough to include all of the elementary schools in the
district. The "ecological" perspective referred to in the title of the study is an extended
metaphor for determining the necessary conditions for an introduced organism to thrive
in a non-native system. They use this metaphor to discuss what conditions are necessary
to make the introduction of a new technology succeed in a school system. Based on the
data collected, the authors conclude that teachers of English, particularly those in upper
grades, were more likely to use computers and were a "natural tool for student writing
activities" (p. 823).
A significant contributing factor to computer use by teachers is the ratio of
students to computers in a classroom. According to the report, the golden ratio seems to
be one computer for every four students: "[...] there has to be a substantial number of
computers present (in our analysis, a 1:4 ratio of computers to students) for a majority of
computer-assigning teachers to make computer activities a regular and frequent

24

component of their classroom practice" (Becker et al., 1999, p. 9). The result of this
increased use, according to Becker, translates to an increase in student use via
assignments given.
The social promotion of computer use is also discussed by Zhao and Frank
(2003), when they conclude that social pressure tends to generate more computer use
among teachers: "In particular, the informal help and information that teachers provide to
each other have important associations with computer use that are comparable to those of
more commonly recognized factors. The informal social pressure that teachers exert on
one another can also have a moderate effect on use" (p. 830). Though the change would
only be moderate, over time, the transformative effect of this social pressure could
produce significant results on a building-by-building basis.

Web 2.0: Definitions and Implications
One thing is clear. We don't have an option o f turning away from the future. No
one gets to vote on whether technology is going to change our lives. Bill Gates
(1996), The Road Ahead.

Much of the studies available on Web 2.0 technologies, as they relate to writing
instruction, can be broadly categorized into three areas: implications of their use,
applications for their use, and prognostications about how they might be used in the
future. The concept of Web 2.0 is a relatively new articulation. The term Web 2.0 has its
origins in a conference of the same name organized by O’Reilly Media and Media Live
International in October 2004 (O’Reilly, 2005). Yet, since its first use, there have been
numerous debates as to exactly what the term is supposed to signify. Of the countless
definitions available (the term was referenced 55,600,000 during a recent Google search;
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two months later, the same search resulted in 74,600,000 references), the easiest to
understand is "web as platform" conception. Another way to imagine the concept is the
phrase "read/write web." In other words, Web 2.0 is the umbrella term for a variety of
utilities available via the Internet, usually open-source (free), where the content is user
generated. Another crucial difference that defines the shift from Web 1.0 to Web 2.0 is
the ease of publication. Before the shift, the Internet for most people was a "read only"
web. Unless someone was competent in using HTML language, most content on the
Internet was produced by those with a particular skill set. Now, just about anyone with
some basic knowledge of word processing can create and publish a large variety of
content to the Internet. With a little investigation and creativity, educators can replicate,
for free, what less than a decade ago was a premium service.
Even narrowing the scope of this study to Web 2.0 technologies alone leaves too
broad a topic. Web 2.0 technologies include numerous and diverse applications that are
easily incorporated into the writing classroom, including (but not limited to): web logs,
social networking services (MySpace, Facebook), audio/video broadcasts (podcasts,
digital storytelling), discussion forums (MOOs/MUDs, Nicenet, yahoo.groups),
video/music sharing (YouTube, Limewire), self publishing (LuLu.com), and wikis
(Wikipedia, wikispaces).
A key feature of the Web 2.0 designation is the concept of collaboration. A
defining difference between 1.0 and 2.0 is the idea that users collectively produce a
product (a "mashup" linking on-line apartment listings with a web-based street map, for
example) through review and revision. This has direct application to the writing
classroom. To extend the metaphor of 1.0 versus 2.0, consider the method of peer-review
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used in most writing classrooms. This process involves a small group of students reading
each other's writing drafts and commenting on content, structure, and mechanics in order
to help the author revise and produce a final copy. All presented to a presumed universal
audience.
Using the collaborative capabilities of Web 2.0 applications, students can now
generate a draft and publish it for online review and revision. Collaboration can easily
expand the circle of reviewers by using a Web 2.0 word processor (some examples of
web-based word processors include www.docs.google.com,www.thinkffee.com,
www.zoho.com, and www.ajaxl3.com). These applications allow authors to post a draft
to a web-based folder. Through invitations, other students or groups can access drafts,
make comments directly onto the draft, and can even add and/or remove content from the
draft. Subsequent revisions can then be published on another Web 2.0-based application,
a "blog" or a wiki, where it could be viewed by a wider audience for comment. Writing
using Web 2.0 applications makes the process less of a solitary activity with minimal
feedback and more of a group project with a greatly-expanded audience in all aspects of
the process.
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Wikis: Possibilities for the Writing Classroom
Instead o f selling the economic benefits o f connectivity, we should speak more
pointedly—and could do so in much better faith—about the educational benefits
o f interconnectivity between students, between classes, between schools, and
between schools and universities. Such connections crisscross the digital divide,
bringing the underprivileged and the overprivileged in contact, not just as
individuals, but as groups, communities, and institutions. (29)
Barbara Monroe, Crossing the Digital Divide: Race, Writing, and Technology in
the Classroom

The first ever wiki site was created for the Portland Pattern Repository in 1995. In
1995, Ward Cunningham developed the first wiki (Leuf & Cunningham, 2001), the name
of which originates from the Hawaiian expression "wiki wiki," meaning "quick." A wiki
is a collaborative web site that allows users to modify content through a web browser.
Since the introduction of the first wiki, the technology has evolved to include a variety of
capabilities, including the posting of various data files and utilities (often referred to as
“widgets”), including images, music and video files, documents in various formats,
digital presentations, calendars, instant messaging, maps, and polls.
In the past several years, numerous articles have been published that focus on the
use of wikis for collaborative work. Most articles take a positive stance towards wiki
technology, some emphatically so. For example, in the article “Wiki Man,” Alison
Norrington and Stephen Manning (2007) make the following claim: “Wikis are at the
forefront of Web 2.0, the term given to the newer internet-based services with the
emphasis on collaboration and sharing, also encompassing blogs and podcasts. Of these,
blogging might be the current favorite among schools, but many regard wikis as the next
step” (Technology section, p. 58, para. 2).
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Much of the scholarship on wikis follows a similar pattern of offering a definition
of the technology and an explanation of how the technology is applicable in the
classroom. Patricia Bruder (2008), a consultant for the Educational Information and
Resource Center (EIRC) in Sewell, NJ, authored the article “Wikis as Tools for
Classroom Communication, Collaboration and Connection—Are You Ready?” The
article, as published in the NJEA Review, offers a brief summary of wiki technology and
its application in the classroom. Readers are encouraged to access the article online based
on the following prompt: “NOTE: For hotlinks to the boldfaced websites, go to njea.org
and click on ‘Resources’” (pp. 28-29). The hyperlinked, on-line article offers readers a
wealth of information about everything wiki. The article and resource divides the content
into the following categories: “What’s a wiki,” “Why use a wiki,” “How to use a wiki,”
“Ideas for wikis,” “Concerns about wikis,” and “Where to get a wiki.” An additional
sidebar, titled “Wikis—tools you can use,” offers even more resources and information
that can help the uninitiated learn about wikis in the following categories: “YouTube
Videos, Slideshows about Wikis, “Examples of Classroom Wikis, and Miscellaneous.”
Will Richardson is an often-referenced technology expert who has gone to great
lengths to explain the educational benefits and applications of Web 2.0technology (which
he refers to as the Read/Write Web). A strong advocate for incorporating all forms of
technology in the field of education (from cell phones to wikis), he has published
numerous articles and the instructional manual/textbook Blogs, Wikis, Podcasts, and
Other Powerful Web Tools for Classrooms (2006). His style of writing in the
aforementioned book, as well as in many of his articles, is as much a “how-to” resource
as it is an advocacy piece for how technology can transform education. Richardson
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argues that the use of collaborative technologies in the classroom is essential in order to
keep pace with the emerging field of digital literacy skills. In his article “The HyperConnected Classroom,” Richardson (2008) explains the benefits and need for using
collaborative technologies by asserting the following:
[...] Writing changes in these new environments as well. We can write for real
purposes and publish to real audiences more easily and more widely because of
the Read/Write Web. In doing so, we write not simply to communicate outr
thoughts or ideas, we do so to engage conversation among our readers and build
networks—online communities—in the process. That process of network
construction through writing and publishing is a crucial new literacy for the 21st
century, (para. 10)
Other research in this field discusses how wikis can be used to reinforce
information literacy skills. In the article “An Information Skills Workout: Wikis and
Collaborative Writing,” Annette Lamb and Larry Johnson (2007) assert that “To become
information fluent, students must be able to use their skills in a variety of situations
across disciplines to solve problems and make decisions. Creating and using wikis are a
great information skills workout” (p. 57). The remainder of the article follows the pattern
of offering definitions, applications, implications, and cautions about avoiding potential
problems of wiki use. Their article concludes with students comments about their positive
experiences using wiki technology to publish writing, ending with the following student
testimony: “It is so cool to put something ON the Internet, rather than always taking stuff
OFF” (p. 59).
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Another article proclaiming the benefits of wikis is “Wild about Wikis” by David
Jakes (2006). Like many of the other articles of this type, his article an overview of the
technology. His approach is to use a FAQ (frequently asked questions) approach to
discuss the various aspects of this technology. His six FAQs provide an explanation of
use, benefits of use, wiki subscription fees, links wiki providers, limited need of
additional technology support, and concerns about wiki safety. The article includes an
addendum titled “Eleven Wikis to Watch” that includes links and brief descriptions to
wikis created by teachers, wiki resources, and creative uses and examples of wiki
technology.
Eric Oatman (2005), in his article “Make Way for Wikis,” boldly proclaims the
inevitability of wiki technology arriving in schools in the article’s subtitle: “Easy-to-use
software that lets students collaborate is heading to your school.” Though he does not
offer any statistics about the number of wikis used in educational settings, he does
suggest that the ease of use in establishing wikis makes this technology an empowering
utility for teachers and students alike. Oatman quotes Bud Hunt, an often referenced
teacher using wikis in his classroom, who claims: “The quality of writing across the
board was better than any of the work they had done previously, he says. I think it was
because students had an authentic audience. They knew others were looking” (p. 52).
Oatman goes on to suggest that educators who implement wikis will reap even greater
benefits: “The school librarian who gets it and starts doing it and showing people how to
do it—that person will be a superstar” (p. 54). Though Oatman refers specifically to
librarians, the overall tone of the article suggests the same would be true for any educator
who implements and shares this technology with students and peers.
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One area of wiki scholarship that is beginning to emerge is how to use this
technology to support the collaborative writing process. Many of these articles focus on
effective strategies for composing shared writing pieces. Collaborative writing is its own
subfield in composition studies. Research is beginning to emerge that discusses how
technology can be used to improve the co-writing process. One such collection that
explores this topic is the book Collaborative Writing in Composition Studies by Sheryl I.
Fontaine and Susan B. Hunter (2006). This text covers numerous topics related to the
concepts of shared composition, including how to negotiate the process, ways to engage
in effective conversations about the process, and how to address the complex notions of
identity and ownership. Concerning how technology can supplement the process is
covered in the chapter “Writing Together While Being Apart: How Can Technology
Support Co-Writing?”Their stance on technology is somewhat neutral. Though they
believe technology can help speed the process by reducing the time it takes to exchange
writing, they do not want to suggest that the technology is a panacea for all problems
related to the process. They are careful to make the following assertion: “We want to
emphasize here that technology fosters collaboration, but it doesn’t ensure or in any way
make collaboration happen” (92). They do concede that the technology is valuable to the
process, and reference Lunsford and Ede “who acknowledge that the pragmatic restraints
of being physically separated are greatly reduced by today’s technology” (p. 95).
Another useful article on using Web 2.0 technology to assist in the collaborative
writing process is “Extending the Classroom Space: Wikis, Online Discussions, and
Short Fiction” by Jennifer Riddle Harding (2008). In this article, she explores how wikis
can be used to supplement instruction, particularly classroom discussion through
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electronic writing, when teaching short fiction. She describes the benefits of wiki
technology by suggesting that “Online discussion boards and wikis, in particular, provide
shared spaces that blend aspects of class discussion with writing. [...] Wikis, whether
used in addition to or instead of discussion threads, give students the ability to work on
the same document at the same time” (p. 134). She continues by stating: “What
characterizes both of these technologies is the capacity for a quick accumulation of
words, in a shared space, formerly experienced mainly through face-to-face interaction or
through a time-consuming process of collaboration” (p. 134). Just as wikis can be used to
create a written discussion of a particular piece of literature, it can also be employed just
as easily in the discussion of student writing.
Keith McPherson (2006), in “Wikis and Student Writing,” explores wikis and the
possible benefits this technology may have on student writing. As indicated by Bud Hunt
previously (Oatman 2006), McPherson argues that the greater scope of audience
availability is a strong motivator towards improved student writing. McPherson claims:
“[...] wikis provide students with a variety of authentic audiences, ranging from students
themselves to anyone in the world with Internet access. Knowing that real people will be
reading and possibly responding to their writing is often the impetus to motivate students
to write with much more enthusiasm [...]” (Introduction section, para. 2). McPherson
takes a more balanced approach to the use of wiki technology by also commenting on
some of the drawbacks of implementing this technology. He cites studies that show that
electronic writing may exacerbate student reading problems due to the lack of
recognizable text structures. He also cites a case study that shows students may not have
the necessary skills to take advantage of this technology’s collaborative abilities. To
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address these real concerns, McPherson offers guidelines for responsibly introducing
wiki technology to students. He concludes his article by making the following assertion:
“Far from being the demise of the written word [...], wikis may very well be the literacy
technology that helps many of our current students learn to be effective writers”
(Conclusion section, para. 1).
“Using Wikis as Collaborative Writing Tools: Something Wiki This Way Comes-Or Not!” by Susan Loudermilk Garza and Tommy Hem (2005) is another article (the
electronic version of which is itself an example of a collaborative writing wiki) focusing
on the use of wikis in the writing classroom. They argue that the effects on students'
writing processes within an open environment, wikis for example, are positive ones as
compared to the closed environment which perpetuates “the teacher is in control o f
everything, I'm writing only for the teacher (emphasis theirs) mentality” (“A Wikistory”
section, para. 6). Like other articles that focus on wikis, Garza and Hem also offer wiki
definitions, applications, and examples (including from their own classroom). They also
include a compositional theory section that examines how scholarship is able to prove
their three main assertions: “Writing is messy; writing is a socially collaborative act; wiki
technology is a tool that enables writers to get into the mess and the social nature of
writing” (“Wiki and Composition Theory” section, para. 2-4). The authors also discuss
the numerous considerations teachers must make when deciding to implement this
technology in the classroom. They end this section with the following conclusion:
“Therefore, careful consideration must be given when choosing technology to facilitate
collaborative writing, and specific attention must be given to the contexts within which
technology is to be used” (“Wiki as a Collaborative Writing Tool” section, para. 16).
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Absent in this segment of wiki scholarship is how to use this tool for promoting
effective writing for the individual student. Likewise, there is an absence of scholarship
that explain how and why to use wiki technology to effectively teach the writing process.
The writing process is complex; teaching the process is equally so. Again, like Fontaine
and Hunter stress, wiki technology is not going to make teaching the writing process
happen simply by having it in the classroom. What wiki technology can do is supplement
the process and extend the process beyond the classroom. It can foster more in-depth
discussion of student writing by allowing the conversation to continue beyond the
classroom. Future research may want to explore how Web 2.0 technology, particularly
wikis, can improve writing instruction, and by extension, improve student writing.
Wiki scholarship initially focused on the identification and explanation of the
technology. Scholarship began to expand to include how to implement the technology in
the classroom. Much of the recent scholarship has focused on teacher-specific examples
of how the technology can be used to accomplish the pedagogical goals of the writing
course. The social, economic, and political implications of wiki technology and
computer-based technology in general, has also been extensively explored by numerous
scholars over the past two decades. More research now needs to be completed to
investigate empirically the effects this technology has on student writing. Guidelines for
responsible and effective implementation of this technology in the classroom may also
prove useful for administrators, teachers, parents, and students who may be hesitant to
consider adoption of this “wide-open” form of communication in their schools,
classrooms, and homes.
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The next chapter discusses the methodology used to create study that attempts to
offer a qualitative and quantitative analysis of student writing using wiki technology.
This chapter includes guidelines for responsible use of a collaborative wiki,
considerations for students lacking at-home access, and how students were given a voice
in determining the directions in which this study would proceed. These considerations
were based on the scholarship discussed in the literature review, and hopefully may serve
to help others establish their own collaborative, wiki-based, writing classroom.
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C hapter T w o : M ethodology

This study was designed to consider how a common Web 2.0 technology, wikis,
could be used to enhance writing instruction and the writing process. This research
attempts to address many of the concerns discussed in Chapter One by creating a
collaborative project between two classrooms. The method for evaluating how
collaborative technology can be used to enhance instruction and writing is twofold: an
analysis of a wiki participant survey that seeks to measure participants' attitudes about the
technologies used during the project and an analysis of the participant contributions
posted to the wiki.

Description o f the Study
In this study, I explored the uses and effectiveness of Web 2.0 technology to
improve writing instruction in an urban district. In particular, I focused on the Jersey City
Public School system, the second largest school district in the state, a district by which I
am currently employed. The study took place in two separate high school English
classrooms in Jersey City involving students who are on an Honors track and are
separated by one academic year (grade 8 and grade 9 students). The two English
classrooms used a wiki, a collaborative website, to develop, workshop, and revise a
writing assignment.
The first step was to recruit participants from the two classes. Students were told
that any work and/or comments posted to the wiki would be done so pseudonymously. As
such, students were not going to receive grades for the work completed for this project.
Students were informed that participation would be an academic exercise. Because the
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participants are minors, they were given an Assent Form and a Parent/Guardian form to
complete as per Montclair State University Institutional Review Board's policy (see
Appendix C: Assent, Parent/Guardian Letters). Students were assured that participation
was completely voluntary and that all assignments were optional. Students who chose not
to participate in the project were assured that they would still be able to access classroom
computers and the project wiki and resources during class time set aside for the project
should they decide they wouldn't want to participate. This option was not needed because
of 38 possible participants, all 38 students agreed to participate. Students then created
their pseudonyms and submitted them anonymously on a sign-up sheet. The pseudonyms
were used to create individual participant pages on the wiki for each student (see
Appendix B: Front Page and Participant Pages).
The second step was to have students select a satire project to complete. Students
participated in a poll (see Appendix E: Satire Project Page and Selection Survey) where
they were given a variety of project options from which to choose. The majority of
students selected the “Rock n Roll Hall of Fame” project. Specifically, 77.1% of students
who responded to the poll (35 of 38 participants) selected this project. An e-mail sent to
me by one of the participating instructors indicated that several of the students were
unable to access the link for the poll, though it is not know why this problem occurred.
As indicated in Appendix E, the “Rock n Roll Hall of Fame” project is a multimedia project developed in 2007 by Joe Knap of Bay High School, in Bay Village, OH.
The project, as outlined by the lesson plan provided, is intended to enable students to
understand the challenging concepts of satire via participation in a variety of activities,
including the writing of a satirical form of literature. Knap (2007), in the introduction to
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the project, writes: “By using contemporary music, the teacher enlists a methodology that
engages auditory clues, has a recognizable stance, and attracts student interest.” Knap
suggests playing music with satirical content to help students think about the concept of
satire. This project recommends the following musical selections: “Outside of a Small
Circle of Friends,” by Phil Ochs, “Rockin’ in the Free World,” by Neil Young, and “Bom
in the U.S.A.,” by Bmce Springsteen. Knap also recommends including satirical literature
to further assist students, in particular , W.H. Auden’s poem “The Unknown Citizen” and
Jonathan Swift’s essay, “A Modest Proposal.”
The project is further developed to include an explanation and options for the
project’s audience, time frame, materials needed, and a detailed procedures section
(spanning a possible 10-day period). To assist the participating students and teachers with
accessing the various components of this project, I posted the lyrics, poems, digital music
files (.mp3 files which can be played on any computer with standard audio playback
software), various hyperlinked versions of Swift’s “A Modest Proposal,” and hyperlinks
to terminology related to satire. The participating teachers were given the option to pick
and choose which portions of the project they wished to have students complete with the
understanding that students were expected to complete a satirical writing component.
One of the writing components of the project, according to Knap, is to have
students "Write a creative work employing ironic point of view. For example, following
Swift’s lead, select a current issue and using an ironic voice, try to lead your audience
toward your position on the issue" (2007, “Evaluation" options). In order to maintain
consistency of format in student writing between the classes, the participating teachers
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were instructed to request that participants compose their own satire based on a current
event or social issue.
Before composing a rough draft, students were asked to brainstorm and post a
Writer's Memo to their wiki page. To assist students with this process, one of the teachers
and I posted exemplars on our respective wiki pages. After students completed the
prewriting tasks, students were asked to compose a satire rough draft. The students
posted these drafts to their wiki page. Again, to assist students in writing the draft, one of
the participating teachers and I posted exemplars of the rough draft on our respective wiki
pages.
Next, students were then instructed to provide feedback on the wiki for the
students in the partner class and students from their own class. Students were asked to use
the "comment" function on respective participant wiki pages and to use Microsoft Word's
"Reviewing" feature to post comments about student's rough drafts. Instructions in
document form were posted about how to provide effective feedback and how to use the
"Reviewing" feature in Microsoft Word (see Appendix F: Providing Feedback
Instructions). Furthermore, to assist students in providing feedback on student drafts, one
of the participating teachers and I posted exemplars of the "Reviewed" rough draft to our
respective wiki pages. Students were then instructed to revise these writing assignments.
A final step was to have students respond to a survey about the writing process on a web
log within the site. In addition, students were asked to reflect on the writing and revision
process, an important step in the development of writers.
Students writing from both classes posted to the wiki were evaluated using a
rubric that considered the depth of revision by measuring the changes made via
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“reviewing” features available in Microsoft Word. This allowed me to accurately
measure the amount of revision made to successive drafts.

Participant Selection Criteria
Given the size of our district (Number of Students: 29,288; Number of Teachers:
3,264, see Appendix A), I anticipated I'd be able to quickly find willing participants.
Securing participants for this study proved somewhat challenging. Beginning in
December 2007,1 sought teachers who would be willing to participate in a collaborative,
wiki-based project. Knowing that I could not use my own students (or students with
whom I would have direct contact) for this project due to the possibility of coercion, I
had to seek a population of participants outside of my own, small high school. Having
developed a wiki for my own classroom, I had a sample for the project that teachers
could access and review. Though numerous teachers took me up on the offer to visit the
site, none initially wanted to participate. After a month of in-person and e-mail requests, I
found two willing participants.
One volunteer teaches in the district's most highly-ranked school, currently ranked
#26 in the nation according to U.S. News and World Report ("Gold Medal Schools,"
2007). The other is a teacher at one of the district's middle schools. Initially I was hesitant
to use a teacher from a middle school because I worried the age difference among writers
would be too great. As it turns out, the middle school teacher is an instructor in the
school's enrichment program. She teaches an English 9 Honors course. The teacher at the
high school decided to use students from his English 10 Honors course. Many of the

41

students in this class were students in the same English 9 Honors course. Therefore, the
age difference between most students was only one grade level.

Guidelines for Participation
Before agreeing to participate, students were told their participation would be
voluntary, again to avoid any potential coercion on the part of their teachers. To further
protect students, they were instructed to create a pseudonym that they would use when
posting essay drafts, comments, and revisions. Lester Faigley (1992) discusses his
experiences having students post comments using pseudonyms in his chapter titled "The
Achieved Utopia of the Networked Classroom." Faigley's experience proved very
positive, so much so that he makes the following claim: "The utopian dream of an
equitable sharing of classroom authority, at least during the duration of a class discussion,
has been achieved" (p. 167). Though I would not go so far as to claim this project as
utopian, I was very curious to see the results of this anonymity would have for the
participants. Nonetheless, to reduce the potential for abusive or inappropriate comments,
the participating teachers were asked to provide a lesson on cyber-bullying and to review
the district's acceptable use of technology policy. Furthermore, the log-in page for the site
also contains an item titled "The Ten E-Class Commandments" (see Appendix B: Front
Page).
An additional concern was that the participating teachers were not going to be
able to assign grades for this project. Because students would be posting using a
pseudonym, there would be no way for the teachers to assign grades for the work
completed. Students were instructed that their participation was completely voluntary
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(see Appendix C: Assent, Parent/Guardian Letters). As such, the students understood that
any work posted to the wiki would be an academic exercise.

Considerations for Handling Possible Lack o f Access
One of the major apprehensions I had for this project concerned student access to
computers with Internet connections. The students in this study come from all over Jersey
City, and represent the socioeconomic diversity of the district (see Appendix A:
Participant Demographics). As such, one could easily assume that some students were not
going to have a computer with Internet access at home. With this in mind, I put resources
in place to assist students who may not have access to computers at home. Charles Moran
(Hawisher&Selfe, 1999), in his chapter "Access: The 'A' Word in Technology Studies,"
concludes his chapter by offering numerous topics for future research and discourse.
Pertinent to the problem of access for the students participating in this study, the
following questions provided motivation for the "No Computer, No Problem" link on the
wiki: "[...] what have teachers done in their classes to resist, or to in some degree
undo/redress, inequalities of access to technology?" Related to this question, Moran also
asks: "[...] what have students been able to do, individually or collectively, to obtain the
access that they need? What can, and do, learners now do to level the technological
playing field?" (p.219). To allow for alternatives to at-home access, I wanted to be sure
readily accessible information about alternatives were available for students to consider.
On the "No Computer, No Problem" page, a list (including hyperlinks) of every
public library in Jersey City, including hours and locations of the libraries, were
included. With the Regional Branch libraries, the number of instructional computers and
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time limits for use are included. As well, for students without library cards, information is
included to help them obtain one. Though not as convenient as a home computer, with six
regional libraries and six neighborhood libraries, students have access to computers at
these locations, typically for 30 minute intervals, after school and on Saturdays.

Establishing the Project
Even before students were introduced to the wiki project, the participating
teachers and I discussed options for a project that would integrate easily within both of
their classes. We wanted a project that would require students to pursue a writing
assignment from initial idea to final copy. We also needed a project that both classrooms
could work on that met our state's core curriculum content standards ("Academic and
Professional," 2004). Because the classes were working on different core literature
selections, we decided to have students read and explore the concept of satire. We
decided on "A Modest Proposal" by Jonathan Swift. Once we decided on the reading
selection, we decided to assemble resources to assist students with reading this complex
piece (online and annotated versions of the text, a link to literary criticism about the text,
a study guide, and an online lesson using The Simpsons, a popular cartoon, to introduce
the concept of satire), as well as a list of hyperlinks to resources that would help students
understand the concept of satire, irony, hyperbole, sarcasm, and diction (see Appendix E:
Satire Project Page and Selection Survey).
Once the necessary background information was in place, students were
instructed to review and select a project to complete. We decided to have students
complete a brief online survey to help us decide the project to complete (see Appendix E:
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Satire Project Page and Selection Survey). Of 38 possible responses, 35 students
responded to the poll. The largest majority of survey participants (77.1%) selected the
"Rock n Roll Hall of Fame Project" (Knap, 2007).
Lester Faigley, in his chapter "Beyond Imagination: The Internet and Global
Digital Literacy" (Hawisher & Selfe, 1999)," makes numerous recommendations and
observations about how to create the best learning environments using technology,
including: :
(1) Students trained in collaborative learning have higher achievement and self
esteem. (2) Introducing technology has made learning more student-centered,
encouraged collaboration, and increased student-teacher interaction. (3) Students who
use telecommunications across different geographic locations are more motivated and
learn more. (4) Teachers are more effective with training and support for integrating
technology in the curriculum, and (5) Major change does not come overnight, (p. 138)
With this in mind, I sought to create an on-line, classroom environment that would test
many of these assumptions. The wiki, by design, is intended to be collaborative. All
participants, teachers and students, have the ability to edit the site content, to publish
writing, to read and review the writing of others, and to make comments to any page (see
Appendix D: Sample Comments and Appendix E: Sample Track Changes Documents for
examples).
To assist the participating teachers I arranged for a brief training session. Though
I considered myself a novice user at the time (I had only begun using a wiki in my own
classroom a few months before), the ease of use made the training session short and
simple. In a matter of a half hour, I was able to demonstrate to the teachers how to
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establish individual wiki pages for each student using their pseudonym, how to use the
"Reviewing" function in Microsoft Word, and how to post documents to the various wiki
pages.
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C hapter 3: R esults of Data

The following result summaries use data from the "Participant Pages," where
students posted, pseudonymously, items for the "A Modest Proposal Project." After
having reviewed and discussed components of the "Rock n Roll Hall of Fame Project"
portion of the larger project, participants were asked to complete the following activities:
prewriting tasks, initial draft, peer-review using "track changes," peer-review using
"Comments" function on participant pages, and a revision using "track changes." At the
conclusion of these activities, participants were asked to respond to a series of questions
asking them to reflect upon their experiences during this project. Participants were also
given the option of responding to an online survey asking them the same questions. The
online survey was augmented to include rating-scale questions. The online survey was
included because the web log portion of the wiki site does not allow for simultaneous
discussion; only one participant may respond at any given time. As well, the more text
that is added to the page, the longer it takes to "Save" the page. In order to maximize the
potential for responses, I felt it necessary to include an alternative discussion forum.
The following (Table 3.1) provides data on how much writing each participant
completed during the project. I have also included an evaluation of the revision by
scoring each using a holistic scoring rubric (Table 3.2).
When completing this project, students were granted class time to access
computers and post work to their respective participant pages. The students from
Academy I had access to four classroom computers. The students from McNair
Academic used a computer lab based on availability, typically once per week. Though a
vast majority (36 of 38) of students had computers at home, most of the items were
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posted during school hours. I was able to determine posting times by reviewing
individual page histories, a common feature on many wikis (see Appendix I for a sample
page history).

Michael
Jass
TX05
MC Macho
Cleo
Lakers24
kk
SK26
andJusticeforMost
Super
Steven OMichael
grlcmo
pacman
ROB I Zuccini
GreenNwhite
HeartBreaker
Sweety Tweety

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

Academy I
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X

Completed
Revision

Received
Comments via
Track Changes

Received Peer
Comments2
X
X

Revision Quality4

Participant

Completed Rough
Draft

Completed
Prewriting

T able 3.1: Project C ompletion Chart and R evision R ating

X

4

X

1

X
X
X
X
X

X3
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

2 Comments on individual pages can be made by adding a "Comment" to the page by clicking on the
"comment" button available on each wiki page.
3 Only revisions posted as separate Microsoft Word documents were counted in this category.
4 Revision Quality was determined using a scale from 1 to 4. See attached scoring rubric for details.
5 Feedback was completed on only a small portion of essay.
6 This student removed the prewriting and rough draft when posting the revision. I have since restored the
page to the revision prior to the deletion.
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Miley Missonui
Narsis Isis
Free Willy
Betty Crocker
Stewie
Peyton Sawyer
Yelles Amorso
Findar Garcintar
Mystery Craze
Chuck Gillette
Dahabia Luther
Ratipa Solomon
Jeffree Star
Nallen James
Shantal Santos
Peaceful llaman
Dr. McJackinbox
Juliet Montaugue
McMillan Wife
Chuck Norris
Maso Plox
John Delta
Wiener Shnitzel

Md> air Academic
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

Revision Quality7

Completed
Revision

Received
Comments via
Track Changes

Received Peer
Comments

Completed
Rough Draft

Completed
Prewriting
Participant

X

1

X
X

1
1

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

2
2
2
1
1
1
3
3
2
2
2
1
1
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T able 3.2: R evision S coring R ubric

Score

1
Little or no
revision.

2
Minor revision of
spelling, grammar,
usage errors.

3
Some revision of
content and
ideas. Revised
most spelling,
grammar, and
usage errors.

4
Significant
revision of
content and
ideas. Addition,
deletion and/or
movement of
significant
portions of text.
Revised all
spelling,
grammar, and
usage errors.

3.1 Project Writing Results and Data
Analysis o f Prewriting Activities
Of the 38 participants, 17 students (44.7%) posted their prewriting activity, all of
who are from the Academy I class. The majority of students from Academy I wrote their
prewriting activities directly to their wiki page. A sample has been provided in Appendix
H. That none of the students from McNair Academy posted the prewriting activity to
their respective wiki page does not necessarily mean that they did not complete a
prewriting activity. Results from the Project Participant Survey (Appendix I) indicated
that an additional 14 students (36.8%) completed prewriting activities "on paper." If these
14 instances are counted in the total of participants who completed prewriting, that would
mean 31 (81.6%) of 38 participants completed this portion of the project. That more did
not post to a wiki may be a result of the amount of computer lab time the teacher from
McNair was able to secure for his class.
The overall rating average for the question "How important is prewriting
(informal writing completed before composing a rough draft) to you as a writer?" was
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3.47 of a possible 4.00 (Appendix I: Item #4). When asked to rate the importance of
prewriting, 20 students (52.6%) indicated that prewriting is "very important." Another 16
respondents (42.1%) indicated that prewriting is "somewhat important." Two respondents
indicated a neutral response, and no student indicated that prewriting is "not important."

Analysis o f Peer-Review Comments
Participants were asked to comment on the writing of other students using two
methods. The first method was to comment directly to the participant's wiki page using
the "comment" button. The second method was to have participants download a
participant's posted essay and then use Microsoft Word's "Reviewing" function.
Thirteen participants (34.2%) received comments from at least one other
participant on their wiki page (see Appendix D for the comments posted to wiki pages).
Thirty participants (78.9%) received comments via the "Reviewing" function (see
Appendix E for an example). In the survey response, participants were asked to respond
to the following question: "Which of the following peer-review items did you complete
for the writing portion of this project?" (Appendix I: Item #3). Nine participants (23.7%)
indicated that they completed the "'Comments in text box on a participant's page"
activity. This number is inconsistent with my observations of the posted comments (see
Appendix D). Fourteen participants (36.8%) indicated that they completed "Peer-Editing
of a participant's paper using Track Changes." That more participants received comments
using the "Track Changes" feature (30) could indicate that certain participants
commented on more than one paper and/or that some of the respondents neglected to
select all of the tasks completed. Twenty-three participants (60.5%) indicated that they
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used both methods to provide peer comments. Only one participant (2.6%) indicated that
he or she did not comment using either method.
Participants were asked to rate the value of comments they received on their
drafts Appendix I: Item #8). In the poll they were asked the following question: "How
useful were the peer comments you received on your draft to you as a writer?" Six
(15.8%) indicated a neutral response. The majority, 20 (52.6%) indicated that the
comments were "somewhat useful." Twelve (31.6%) participants indicated that the
comments were "very useful."

Analysis o f Drafts and Revisions
All 38 participants completed at least one draft during the duration of this project.
Participants were asked to respond to the following question: "Which of the following
items did you complete for the writing portion of this project?" (Appendix I: Item #2).
Fourteen participants (36.8%) indicated that they completed prewriting on paper.
Seventeen participants (44.7%) indicated that they completed prewriting on their wiki.
Thirty-two participants (84.2%) indicated that they completed a rough draft (note: my
observations indicate that every student posted a draft to their respective wiki page).
Thirty-one participants (81.6%) indicated that they completed a revision of their essay. In
Table 3.1,1 indicated that 18 participants (47.4%) posted separate revisions as a
Microsoft Word attachment to their respective wiki page. It is likely that students who
posted their drafts directly to their wiki page revised. I base this assumption on the
number of page revisions calculated for each participant page (see Appendix F:
Participant Page Revisions). Though it is possible to see how many total revisions have
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been made to each page, it is not possible to accurately measure the amount and/or
quality of revision to the page when using the "compare versions" function. Comparisons
may only be made between two versions at a time. It is also difficult to ascertain which
revision represents additions due to revision, or additions due to the "auto save" feature
on the page.
For the participants who posted revisions as Microsoft Word documents, I used a
rubric (Table 3.2) to determine the revision quality. I was able to accurately measure the
amount of revision by using the "Compare and Merge" feature in Microsoft Word. By
merging the two versions, I was able to quickly and easily discern how much revision
was made to the document. Then, using the rubric, I assigned a value from 1 to 4 for the
revision. Of the 18 posted revisions, nine (23.7%) scored a "1," which means these
participants made "little or no revision." Six (35.3%) other revisions were scored as "2,"
which means these participants made "minor revision of spelling, grammar, and usage
errors." Two (11.8%) participants scored a "3," which means there was "some revision of
content and ideas" and "revised most spelling, grammar, and usage errors." Only one
(6%) draft scored a "4." This draft was a complete rewriting of the rough draft that was
also free from most errors.
Concerning the revision process, participants were asked the following question:
"How important is revision (rewriting drafts to improve overall essay) to you as a
writer?" (Appendix I: Item #7). Twenty-nine (76.3%) of the participants polled indicated
that they felt revising their writing was "very important." Nine (23.7%) participants felt
revision is "somewhat important." No one indicated "neutral" or "not important."
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3.2 Analysis of Participant Poll Items
The purpose of the poll was to determine participant attitudes about a variety of
topics related to their participation in the project. Initially, I planned to have students post
their response to the questions on a wiki page labeled "Participant Thought Forum."
Because only one participant may add comments at a time, I determined that this method
would prevent many students from responding, as much of the content posted was
completed during class/computer lab sessions. I created a hyperlink to an online polling
utility (SurveyMonkey.com). All poll questions and responses are included in Appendix
I. Of the 38 participants, all answered the poll. Other than eight instances of skipped "fillin" responses, the vast majority attempted to answer each question [Note: one student
decided to respond in Spanish. In Appendix I, a translation of Spanish responses is
provided.] Poll items not already discussed in Chapter 3.1 will be discussed in the
following sections. A comprehensive discussion of these items will be included in
Chapter Four.

Attitudes about Access
Though occurring towards the end of the participant poll, I wanted to determine
the participants' degree of computer access by asking the following question: "Do you
have a computer at home with Internet access?" (Appendix I: Item #18). All 38
participants responded to this question. Thirty-six (94.7%) of the participants indicated
that they had Internet access at home. Only two (5.3%) of the participants indicated that
they did not have access at home. Despite the fact that many of the participants in this
project share many of the demographic details of students in the larger Jersey City Public
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School system, this ratio of computer access to non access is by no means a typical
representation. For this project, lack of access was more an impediment for the teacher
and participants at McNair. This teacher did not have computers in his classroom. To
assist his students' ability to participate in the project, he scheduled computer lab
sessions. An informal survey of the revision timestamps (a small sample is available in
Appendix G) indicates that most content was uploaded during school hours. A future
consideration for a project of this type might be to have students maintain a log where
they record how often, at what times, and where they completed project activities. This
may enable researchers to measure more accurately the obstacles associated with the
various levels and types of access.

Attitudes about Mode o f Writing
Participants were asked to indicate their preferred mode of writing drafts
(Appendix I: Item #5). Seven (18.4%) participants indicated that they prefer "pen/pencil
and paper" when writing essay drafts. The majority of students, 18 (47.4%), prefer to
compose "on paper, then on computer. Thirteen (34.2%) participants indicated that they
preferred to write "on the computer exclusively." When asked about their preferred
method for writing revisions (Appendix I: Item #6), 20 (52.6%) participants indicated
they preferred to write "on paper, then on computer." Seven (18.4%) participants
indicated they preferred to use "pen/pencil and paper," and 11 indicated that they prefer
to revise "on the computer exclusively."
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Attitudes about Viewing Other Participant's Writing
Students were asked the following question: "How useful is it for you to see
writing by other students?" (Appendix I: Item #9). On a rating scale measured from "not
important'" to "very important," the rating average for the 38 response was 3.24 of a
possible 4.00. Fifteen (39.5%) felt it was very important to see the work of other writers.
Seventeen (44.7%) felt seeing the writing of others was "somewhat important." Six
(15.8%) respondents indicated a neutral response.

Attitudes about the Satire Project and Wiki Writing Project
Hoping to gauge participant attitudes about the tasks they completed for this
project, I posed several interrelated questions using a rating scale. The first question
concerned attitudes about participant learning by asking the following: "Having read and
learned about satire, do you feel writing your own satire helped you understand the
concept more than only reading/listening about satire?" (Appendix I: Item #10). The
overall rating average was 3.53 out of a possible 4.00, with all 38 participants answering.
The majority of participants, 20 (52.6%) indicated that they "understand satire
completely." Another 18 (47.4%) participants indicated that they "understand satire
more." No participants selected either "neutral" or "still don't understand satire" options.
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T able 3.3: C omment C odes for A ppendix I— Item #11

Response Code

Occurrences

Percentage

Note: Items in this table refer to codes and comments from
Item #11 : What did you like about this project?

A

6

13.3%

Creativity: These responses relate to the creative writing
aspect of the project.

C

16

35.6%

Interactions: These responses concern the positive
interactions participants had using the peer-editing process
with participants in general and/or from another class.

I

13

28.9%

Learning: These responses express positive feelings about
the learning that took place during the project, specifically
related to the concept of satire, but also about their
development as writers.
Technology: These responses cite the technology used,
including the use of the wiki and/or the "Reviewing" function
in Microsoft Word.

L

2

4%

T

7

15.6%

W

1

2%

45

100%s

Comment Definition
Anonymity: These responses positively mention the use of
pseudonyms during the project.

Writing Process: These responses communicate positive
attitudes about the various aspects of peer review and
revision on participant development as writers.
Totals:

In addition to rating their attitude about their learning, I also asked participants to
comment on their attitudes about the project by asking the following question: "What did
you like about this project?" (Appendix I: Item #11). All 38 participants responded to this
question. Responses have been categorized using the following terms: Anonymity,
Creativity, Interactions, Learning, Technology, and Writing Process. Definitions and the

Total in tables may not equal exactly 100% due to rounding of percentages.
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corresponding codes for these terms have been provided in Table 3.2. The appendix item
notes when participant responses spanned two or more categories. Therefore, there will
be more code occurrences than responses. Of the 38 responses, there were a combined
total of 45 code occurrences.
The most commonly occurring comment to poll item #11 can be categorized
under "Creativity." A total of 16 (35.5%) responses cite the creative aspect of the
assignment as one of the elements of the project that participants liked. Many participants
commented that they enjoyed the mode of writing (satire), which many respondents felt
was a creative departure from their normal essay assignments. The next most commonly
indicated comment concerns the concept of "Interactions." There are 13 (28.8%) total
occurrences of this category item. Numerous participants indicated that they enjoyed
working on a project with students from another school. Another frequently indicated
response concerns the "Technology" aspect of the project. Seven (15.5%) responses
indicate the use of technology as a positive aspect of the project. Several of these
responses indicated that they enjoyed using the "Reviewing" function on Microsoft
Word. Numerous participants also indicated that they liked the "Anonymity" provided
when using pseudonyms. A total of six (13.3%) responses can be categorized as such.
One comment typifies responses in this category: "I like how we could comment on
people's essays but having the safety net that they could not know who you were." Less
frequent responses identity "Learning" and the "Writing Process" as positive aspects of
the project; 2 (4%) responses and 1 (2%) response respectively.
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Percentage

Comment Definitions
Function: These responses refer to wiki functions, such as
document uploads and page edits.
No Change: These responses indicate that no change is
needed to improve functionality.
Organization: These responses refer to the organization of
and navigation between the wiki pages.
Uncategorized: These responses do not necessarily fit with
any of the other categories.
Totals

Occurrences

Comment Definition
Note: Items in this table refer to codes and comments from
Appendix I: Item #12: What would you do differently with
this wiki?

Response Code

T able 3.4: C omment Codes for A ppendix I— I tem #12

F

8

21.6%

NC

15

40.5%

O

7

18.9%

u

7

18.9%

37

100%

Having been involved with the project for one month, participants were given the
opportunity to make suggestions for improvement. Participants were asked the following:
"What would you do differently with this wiki?" (Appendix I: Item #12). Thirty-seven of
38 participants responded to this question. Of those who responded, 13 (35.1%) indicated
no changes were necessary. Twenty-nine (78.3%) of 37 participants made
recommendations for improving the project. Responses have been categorized using the
following terms: Function, No Change, Organization, and Uncategorized. Definitions and
the corresponding codes for these terms have been provided in Table 3.3. Of those who
suggested a need for improvement, 8 (21.6%) indicated they would like changes in the
"function" of the site itself. Comments in this category generally focused on the page
editing features and the time needed/process for uploading documents. Seven (18.9%)
other participants commented on the site "organization," suggesting that the site be easier
to navigate from page to page. Seven (18.9%) participants posted comments that were
"uncategorized." Of these uncategorized comments, two participants commented on the
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misspelling of their pseudonyms. Other comments concerned not having enough
knowledge of satire to complete the project, a call for more participants, a need for games
or other interactive features, and "más explosions [more explosions]."

Percentage

Comment Definitions
Neutral: These responses indicate a nonaligned stance
towards the use of a pseudonym.
Positive: These responses indicate an affirmative stance
towards the use of a pseudonym.
Totals

Occurrences

Note: Items in this table refer to codes and comments from
Appendix I: Item #13: Did you feel more or less comfortable
posting your work using a pseudonym? Explain.

Response Code

T able 3.5: C omment C odes for A ppendix I— Item #13

N

12

32.4%

P

25

67.6%

37

100%

The next question in the participant poll concerned the use of a pseudonym.
Participants were asked to respond to the following prompt: "Do you feel more or les
comfortable posting your work using a pseudonym? Explain." (Appendix I: Item #13).
Rather than use a rating scale for this question, I wanted to be able to collect qualitative
data concerning participant experiences using the pseudonym. Of the 38 participants, 37
posted responses to this prompt. Responses have been categorized using the following
two terms: Positive or Neutral. Definitions and the corresponding codes for these terms
have been provided in Table 3.5. Most participants, 25 of 37 (67.6%), indicated a positive
experience using the pseudonym. Several of those posting a positive perception, indicated
an absence of possible "embarrassment" they might have felt had other participants know
their identity as writers. The embarrassment focused on errors and/or content of the
satire. One participant indicated that the use of a pseudonym reduced the potential for
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bias, or "judging you by your name." Another participant cited the elimination of possible
"favoritism." Of the participants who indicated neutral responses, several cited the lack of
credit as the reason they did not prefer using a pseudonym. One participant posted the
question: "Why wouldn't you want credit for your work?" Likewise, another participant
wrote: "[...] I would have liked to use my real name so people could actually know that I
wrote my essay."

Percentage

Comment Definitions
Neutral: These responses indicate a nonaligned stance
towards the use of track changes.
Positive: These responses indicate an affirmative stance
towards the use of a track changes.
Not Included: These responses were removed from the
analysis of participant attitudes concerning track changes.
Totals

Occurrences

Note: Items in this table refer to codes and comments from
Appendix I: Item #15: Please explain your response [to
attitudes concerning use of "track changes."].

Response Code

T able 3.6: C omment C odes for A ppendix I— I tem #15

N

6

16.7%

24

66.7%

6

16.7%

36

100%

NI

Participants were also asked to comment on their experiences using the
"Reviewing" features when completing peer editing. Participants were asked the
following: "How do you feel about using "Track Changes" to review the writing of other
students?" (Appendix I: Item #14). All 38 participants responded to this question. The
rating average for this item was 3.00 of a possible 4.00. Of those who responded, 9
(23.7%) indicated a neutral position. Twenty (52.6%) of participants found "track
changes" to be somewhat easier" when reviewing the writing of others. Nine (23.7%) felt
"track changes" was "very easy and useful" for reviewing the writing of others. No
participant indicated that using "track changes" was "too difficult or confusing." Because
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not all students completed the "peer editing" portion of the project, the listed percentages
may be unreliable (see Table 3.1).
The next question prompted participants to explain their response to Item #14.
Participants were given the following prompt: "Please explain your response above"
(Appendix I: Item #15). Of 38 participants, 36 indicated a response, one of which can not
be categorized as a response (response was a hyphen). Three other participants indicated
that they had not used track changes. Having removed the six (16.7%) unusable
responses (including the one written in Spanish that didn't translate well9), the following
analysis is based on the remaining 30 comments. Responses have been categorized using
the following terms: Positive, Neutral, and Not Included. Definitions and the
corresponding codes for these terms have been provided in Table 3.6. Neutral positions
accounted for 6 (16.7%) of the comments posted. Several of these responses cited the
difficulty of using the Reviewing features. Other indicated a preference for traditional
editing modes, such as a pen and paper. The majority of responses, 24 (66.7%) of 36,
indicated a positive response towards using track changes to review and edit the writing
of other participants. Of those expressing positive perceptions, many like the ease of
being able to see what was changed and the visibility of recommendations for revision.
One participant indicated that he or she even "[...] started to use it outside of class."

9 Su asombrar que redacta el trabajo sin el uso de una pluma roja. [Their to astonish that he/she edits the
work without the use of a red feather.] Translation obtained using ePals, an international e-mail program
for students, which has an electronic Spanish-to-English translator tool.
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Percentage

Comment Definitions
Entertainment: These responses refer to comments that
concern the entertainment value of satirical writing.
General Interest: These responses refer to comments related
to wide-ranging curiosity about what other participants wrote.
Information: These responses refer to comments that focus
on reading other student writing for informational purposes.
Totals

Occurrences

Note: Items in this table refer to codes and comments from
Appendix I: Item #16: Did you read other student writing just
to see what they wrote? Why

Response Code

T able 3.7 C omment Codes for A ppendix I— I tem #16

E

4

10.3%

GI

19

48.7%

I

16

41.0%

39

100%

Having writing models available is very useful for writers working in new genres
and/or formats. This next question in the poll sought to determine how much and for what
purposes participants observed the writing of other students by asking the following
question: "Did you read other student writing just to see what they wrote? Why?"
(Appendix I: Item #16). Thirty-seven participants responded to this question. Responses
have been categorized using the following terms: Entertainment, General Interest, and
Information. Definitions and the corresponding codes for these terms have been provided
in Table 3.2. The appendix item notes when participant responses spanned two or more
categories. Therefore, there will be more code occurrences than responses. Of the 37
responses, there were a combined total of 39 code occurrences.
The most commonly occurring comment to poll item #16 can be categorized
under "General Interest." A total of 19 (48.7%) respondents indicated that they read other
student work partly out of curiosity (six participants specifically use the word "curious"
in their responses). The satire topics themselves motivated the remainder in this category
to read the satires posted by other participants. Variations of the following comment
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typify comments in this category: "[...] I found their topics and essays interesting."
Sixteen (41.0%) of the responses can be categorized as reading for information. One
participant wrote: "[...] I wanted a better feel for the project and what the satire was all
about." Four (10.3%) respondents indicated that they read other student writing for
entertainment purposes. One participant wrote: "[...] I read other students writing just to
see what they wrote because I thought it would be funny."

Percentage

Comment Definitions
Negative: These responses indicate a disapproving stance
towards the use of this project's technology in the writing
process.
Positive: These responses indicate an affirmative stance
towards the use of this project's technology in the writing
process.
Mixed: These responses indicated both positive and negative
positions about the use of this project's technology in the
writing process.
Totals

Occurrences

Note: Items in this table refer to codes and comments from
Appendix I: Item #17: Do you feel the technology used in
this project helps or hurts the writing process? Explain.

Response Code

T able 3.8C omment C odes for A ppendix I— Item #17

N

2

5.1%

P

30

76.9%

P/N

7

17.9%

39

100%

The next question in the participant poll concerned the use the various
technologies used to complete the project. Participants were asked to respond to the
following prompt: "Do you feel the technology used in this project helps or hurts the
writing process? Explain." (Appendix I: Item #17). Rather than use a rating scale for this
question, I wanted to be able to collect qualitative data concerning participant
experiences using the technology. Of the 38 participants, 35 posted responses to this
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prompt. Responses have been categorized using the following two terms: Negative,
Positive, or Mixed. Definitions and the corresponding codes for these terms have been
provided in Table 3.8. A total of eight (22.9%) participants indicated negative or mixed
attitudes about the technology used in this project. Responses in this category cited issues
such as plagiarism, distractions, and that traditional methods were "easier." Most
participants, 31 (88.7%) of 35, indicated positive attitudes about the technology used in
the project. Many of these responses cited the technology's ability to facilitate
communication with students from other schools and to help maintain interest in the
project. One participant expressed this idea by stating:
I think technology like this helps the writing process in terms of keeping the
interest of the students. I find this setup and the wiki idea rather fun, an activity
rather than homework. When one likes something, they continue to work at it;
therefore, I believe that students will be more enthusiastic about writing with
programs like this. Plus, most students who use spell check don't realize that some
mistakes aren't caught; being reliant on spell check isn't good, but when there is a
program like this encouraging students to read, prewrite, revise, etc, the more we
will want to. The more we do, the better we get.
Other participants in this category cited the aspects of the editing process, including the
value of anonymity and ease in the ability to "revise and edit."

Overall Experience Rating Scale
The final question asked in the poll asked participants to rate their overall
experience. Participants were asked the following question: "Overall, how would you rate

65

your experience using the wiki?" (Appendix I: Item #20). All 38 participants responded
to this question, which provided a rating average of 4.00 out of a possible 5.00. The
majority of respondents, 28 (73.7%) of 38, indicated that the experience was "Good; I'd
like to do this again." Five (13.2%) participants indicated a "neutral" response. Another
five (13.2%) indicated that the experience was "Outstanding; best academic experience of
my life so far." No participant selected either "Somewhat useless; don't look forward to
doing anything like this again" or "Terrible; the worst experience of my life so far."
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C hapter 4: D iscussion and C onclusion

The Future of Web 2.0 Technologies: Implementing the Online Collaborative
Classroom
Predicting the nature o f literacy instruction during the new millennium is an
impossible task. It is easy to be naive in a world that changes so quickly,
especially as we anticipate the nature o f an institution that changes so slowly.
Donal J. Leu, Jr. and Charles K. Kinzer, Reading Research Quarterly

S ection 4.1: P roject R eflections

Teachers have a tremendous amount of responsibility, both inside and outside of
the classroom. Besides the day-to-day instructional routines, there are other obligations,
including professional development and the meeting of curriculum requirements. For the
Language Arts teacher, there is also the considerable burden of assigning, collecting,
reading, and assessing student writing, often referred to as the paper load. To find
teachers willing to take on the additional burden of a research project is no small matter.
That I was able to locate two volunteers to bring this project into their classrooms speaks
volumes of their character and professionalism. That these teachers stuck with the
process despite the difficulty of providing access to computers beyond their normal
routines is also very commendable. Were this project completed in a district with the
utopian ideal of high-quality one-to-one computer access, the results would have been
very different. That the Jersey City Public Schools has many of the same problems faced
by large, urban, and/or poor school districts provides a more realistic picture of the
challenges associated with integrating technology-dependent practices in the classroom.
With this in mind, the following discussion is intended to illustrate many of the
challenges encountered during this project.
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Teacher-to-Teacher Communication
This project was dependent on the use of wiki technology. Though this
technology is fairly simple, figuring out how to explain how this technology should be
used posed its own set of unique challenges. Maintaining an effective line of
communication throughout the project also proved difficult at times. Working with a
colleague in the same building allows numerous opportunities for conversation. Working
with colleagues from other buildings spread across Jersey City is a much different
situation.
Once the two other teachers agreed to implement this project in their classrooms, I
knew that we would need to have ample opportunities to discuss and work through the
problems we would inevitably encounter. That an open line of communication could not
be maintained proved frustrating at times. As mentioned, much of the project was
completed during the school day. Because I am also a teacher, there were many times
when a problem arose that required immediate attention, but had to be ignored until I
could find time to make a telephone call or respond to an e-mail. Sometimes, these
problems led to costly delays.
At the outset of the project, I had asked that the participating teachers check-in
with me at least weekly. This didn't happen. As a result, certain components of the
project were not adequately articulated. A brief e-mail message is in no way a substitute
for a face-to-face meeting. That these two participating teachers had clearly different
expectations about what portions of the project were to be posted can clearly be seen by
looking at Table 3.1. The Academy I teacher had participants post prewriting to their
respective wiki pages. The McNair teacher did not require this. Both teachers had every
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student post a rough draft to participant wiki pages. Only two Academy I students posted
revisions as Microsoft Word documents compared to 16 from McNair who did so. These
differences do affect data. Likewise, the analyses obtained from these data are also
affected.
In the future, a project of this nature should have clearly outlined objectives
detailing specifically what the teachers will have students complete. Likewise, there
should be clearly established due dates for project tasks. Furthermore, there should be
agreed-upon in-person meetings and/or conferences. Regular discussion sessions can help
ensure that the project components are being completed by all teachers and participants.

The "A” Word: Access
Even if regular meeting times with the participating teachers was possible, there is
still the problem of access. The participating teachers had distinctly different situations
concerning computer availability. The Academy I teacher told me that she has four
classroom computers at her disposal. Her approach was to establish "learning centers"
(stations set-up with various learning activities throughout the classroom) during the days
when students were scheduled to work on the computers. The McNair instructor was
limited to using his school's computer labs whenever he was able to schedule them. This
distinct difference in access directly affected the amount of contributions participants
were able to make during the various stages of the project, which in turn, affects the data
obtained.
I was also curious to see how at-home access of computers with Internet
connections might affect results from this project. That 36 of 38 students have computers
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at home eliminated some of my concerns about access (though I'm sure for those two
students without access, their "concerns" about access are much different). Though the
percentage of at-home access for this research population is relatively high, home-access
for disadvantaged students continues to improve. In "Digital Divide? What Digital
Divide?" Dave Nagel (2008) reports on findings from a recent study that indicated that
"Students in low-income families may have more access to technology than previously
thought" (para. 1). The evidence is based on a survey of 600 lower-income students
conducted by University of Minnesota's Christine Greenhow, a learning technologies
researcher in the College of Education and Human Development (para. 2). The numbers
are surprising: "[A] full 94 percent of [surveyed students] used the Internet, with 82
percent of them using the Internet from home. Seventy-six percent reported having a
desktop computer and 30 percent reported having a laptop computer at home" (para.2).
As discussed in other literature about the "digital divide" and its effects on literacy, a
future study of this sort may want to consider using clearly delineated populations,
though, fortunately, it seems it will become more difficult to find populations without athome access.
Short of finding populations where every participant has a computer at home and
one-to-one access in school, another option is to utilize the equipment that is already
statistically present. As noted by John Wells and Laurie Lewis in their report "Internet
Access in U.S. Public Schools and Classrooms: 1994—2005," by 2005, for students of
lower-income levels the ratio of students to instructional computers was 4.0 to 1 (p. 24).
As noted, according to the report "Teacher and Teacher-Directed Student Use of
Computers and Software," Becker et. al. (1999) suggest that the golden ratio of four
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students for every computer is needed to make computer activities a regular and frequent
component of classroom practice (p.9). Granted, having four computers for every student
in a school does not mean there is easy access to those computers. Yet, with some
creative redistribution of the technology, it is not so far fetched to believe establishing
multiple classrooms in this manner is achievable. Rather than the computer lab scenario
faced by the teacher without the four computers in his classroom, a reallocation of those
lab computers throughout multiple classrooms may make for a more productive use of
limited resources. In the Jersey City Public Schools, every classroom has at least one high
speed Local Area Network (LAN) connection. With the additional of an inexpensive
router, all the computers in the room can have Internet access. Such a scenario would
then allow a researcher to have consistent populations in different classrooms and/or
schools.

Project Timeframe
Another significant obstacle encountered during this project was the time frame
involved. I had expected that one month would have been an adequate amount of time for
the teachers and participants to select a project, read and discuss the selected satire
(Swift's "A Modest Proposal"), and then compose a series of drafts for the selected
writing assignment. The one-month timeframe was imposed as a result of academic
deadlines I faced as a researcher working to complete a Master's thesis. Towards the end
of the allotted timeframe, there was not enough time for participants to adequately reflect
upon and revise their drafts. A future recommendation would be to allow for a much
longer timeframe. As noted, wiki technology enables writers to post multiple drafts of
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single or multiple writing experiences. Over time, a holistic analysis of the writing,
similar to the one used in this study, would be more statistically reliable.

Section 4.2: P roducts and Process

The participants in this project agreed to participate knowing that this would be an
academic exercise. The participants in this survey are not a typical population in the
Jersey City Public School system. They are students in an accelerated track, taking
honors Language Arts course one year above their current enrollment status. These
participants posted hundreds of pages of content to the wiki site, including prewriting
exercises, essay drafts, peer-to-peer comments, revisions, and project reflections. Their
input allowed for a range of qualitative and quantitative analysis. The results of their
contributions are summarized in the following subsections.
%

Execution o f the Project's Writing Process Model
When designing this project, I wanted to be sure I followed a proven writingprocess model: idea-generation (which can/should include brainstorming, grouping, and
outlining), rough copy, peer-review, revision, final copy, and writing reflections (which
can occur throughout the writing process). After participants read, discussed, and
analyzed the satirical writing form, I expected participants to attempt their own satire
based on a current social, economic, cultural, and/or political issue. The writing task was
to then include the following components: idea-generation, draft(s), writer's memo, peerreviewed draft, revision, final copy, and project reflections. Noted below are my
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observations of the benefits and detriments of the technology and/or process, as well as
suggestions for process revision.

Component #1—Idea Generation Activities: These can be any activities where the writer
explores possible topics. Hyperlinks to an online writing lab that takes writers step-bystep through this process were provided. In addition, I posted my own webbing activity to
serve as a model. The Academy I students completed an outline for their idea generation
activity. Because the McNair students did not post their idea-generation activities, I am
unable to report on the methods used by that group. The above description of activities is
not to suggest that the idea-generation stage is a one-time activity. This stage of the
writing process can involve multiple strategies and stages.

Component#2—Draftfs) of Work in Progress: This is possibly the most successful
component of the project in that all 38 participants posted a draft to their respective wiki
pages. One group wrote their drafts directly to their wiki pages. Another group posted
their drafts as Word document attachments, as did one of the participating teachers and
myself. Upon reflection, I am unable to determine if one method is superior to the other.
The benefits and detriments of each system are discussed below:
•

Writing directly to the wiki: In this manner, it is possible for other participants to
modify essay content directly to the essay. When this occurs, there is an option (in
PBwiki—the Internet application used for this project) to have an e-mail alert sent
to the site owner that shows exactly what has been added and deleted. Because I
created the site, these alerts were sent to me. A better method would be to have
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each participant create his/her own wiki site. By doing so, participants-as-owners
will be alerted to any changes made to their site, including pages with drafts. If
the draft author does not like the changes and/or additions, the owner can simply
and quickly convert the page to the previous version. The downside is that if some
of the additions or deletions were desired, they'd be lost.
•

Posting documents as an electronic attachment'. When a draft is posted as a Word
document, it is a fairly simple process to download the attachment, save the
document, and use "Reviewing" tools to comment on and modify the draft(s).
These comments and edits can then be quickly and easily accepted and/or deleted
without altering the original draft(s). The downside is that in order to make the
edits and comments visible to the author, the editor must access the author's page,
upload the new document and save the new version of the page. Depending on the
speed of the Internet connection and site traffic, this can sometimes take several
minutes. Another problem is that different versions of Word (Office 2003
versions versus Office 2007, for example) may be incompatible, thus preventing
either the author or editor from being able to view the document without first
converting it. From my own observations with this project as well as the use of
this utility in my own classroom, these delays can lead to frustration among
students and teachers.

•

Additional options'. There are other Web 2.0 utilities available that allow students
to compose drafts using online word processing applications (as previously
mentioned, AJAX.com, Google Docs, ThinkFree.com, and Zoho.com are some
examples). Authors can then "invite" other users to access, revise, and comment
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directly to the draft. The downside for the instructor is that the database of drafts
would require multiple folders for each student. Granted, even as complicated as
this system may be, it is far easier to access these drafts and works-in-progress
than a drawer full of paper versions of student writing that can only be visited
when in the classroom. A wiki is superior to either option because it allows the
teacher to establish a central site where the teacher can include hyperlinks to
individual student pages and/or wikis. More than just a database of writing, the
wiki also provides a convenient forum, via the "comments" feature, to offer
comments and suggestions as the drafts evolve without having to comment
directly on the drafts themselves.

Component #3—Writer’s Memo: The writer's memo is a short, "metawriting"
(contemplations about the writing process) composition where the author discusses the
rationale used to compose a particular writing task. For this project, I posted a writer's
memo directly to my wiki page. Having participants post these memo's to their pages
helps the writer reflect on the composition process, and can help the teacher identify
possible areas for further development and/or revision.

Component #4— Draft with Editor Comments: As noted in Chapter 3, most (24 of 38)
participants expressed positive comments about the use of Microsoft Word's "Reviewing"
tools. One of the students who posted a "negative" response has a valid reason. This
participant wrote: "It was easy to use it once you found out how to use it, but getting to
understand how to use it was difficult at first" (Appendix I: Item #15). Learning curve
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aside, this portion of the activity has potential to be a meaningful part of the writing
process. In a very real way, though, group peer-editing in a traditional sense (students,
working in groups read, discuss, and comment on the draft in a face-to-face setting) is a
better choice in terms of getting immediate feedback.
A future study may want to explore how to integrate this activity on a broader scale.
Students were asked to comment on only one other participant's satire. Having had
clearly established draft deadlines could have encouraged more students to use this
feature. Obviously, if a partner's draft is not posted, comments cannot be offered.
Speaking as a teacher, it is important to see the amount and quality of peer feedback. Peer
feedback using the "comment" feature on the wiki does not substitute for in-depth or even
item-by-item analysis. A future research project may consider measuring the quality of
peer-feedback using a traditional method (peer-centered, in-person writing conferences),
peer editing using the wiki "comments" function, and peer-editing using Microsoft
Word's "Reviewing" features (or some variation of such. Many of the Internet-based
word processing utilities have some form of commenting and "track changes" features).

Component #5—Revised Draft: Again, there seems to be a clear delineation between the
two participating classes. All of the McNair participants posted their revision as a
Microsoft Word attachment. Only two participants from Academy I did so. As noted in
Chapter 3, this does not mean that revision by the other Academy I students did not
occur. Many of the Academy I students wrote their drafts directly to their wiki page. The
problem is that it was very difficult for me as a researcher to measure and comment on
the revisions completed in this manner. As noted in Chapter 3 ,1 used Microsoft Word's
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"Compare and Merge" function to compare the amount and quality of the revisions
posted as Word documents. A more effective method may have been to have the
participant correct the rough draft with the "Track Changes" function enabled. This
method would save the instructor the effort of downloading, saving, and merging two or
more versions of the posted draft. It would also allow the instructor to see exactly what
has been added, deleted, and or moved.

Component #6—Final Copy: As indicated, the project timeline was too rigid to allow for
the final stage of the writing process. Had I expanded the timeframe, I expect many of the
participants would have completed this task based on the overall amount of contributions
posted throughout the project. Again, I feel compelled to note that the participants are not
representative of a typical population of students in that all are participants are on the
"honors" track. The Academy I participants are enrolled in the English 9 Honors course
as grade 8 students. The McNair participants are enrolled in English 10 Honors as grade 9
students. Future research may wish to incorporate a qualitative and quantitative analysis
this stage of the writing process using this technology versus those not using this
technology.

Revision Quality
Clearly indicating that revisions were to be completed and posted as a Word
attachment would have enabled me, as a researcher, to more accurately complete a
qualitative analysis of this portion of the project. That students knew there were to be no
grades assigned may also have been a factor in revision quality. Furthermore, the peer
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comments focused on surface issues like spelling, grammar, and sentence structure.
Citing these errors may not necessarily provoke deeper revision, they do help writers
recognize patterns of errors. Some students offered an overall evaluation of a partner's
satire, yet these were the exception. The resulting revisions focused on those errors
highlighted by the reviewer. That the participants recognize the importance of revision
should be exploited. Twenty-nine (76.3%) of the participants indicated that the revision
process is "very important" (Appendix I—Item #7). The cliché "knowing is half the
battle" is very appropriate in this instance. Because the participants overtly recognize the
importance of revision makes teaching the process that much easier.
Posted to the site was a link titled "How to Peer Edit." On the page there is a link
to a document that provides both technical and editorial instructions (see Appendix H:
Providing Feedback Instructions). Though the directions specifically ask the reviewer to
focus on content, having the resource available and using the information in the resource
effectively are two different concepts. Most participants, 20 (52.6%) of 38, indicated that
peer comments were "somewhat useful" (Appendix I—Item #8). Again, this is not to
fault the participants. They performed admirably when considering that this was a
voluntary project. What this does illustrate is the need for classroom instruction. A
computer, despite what it can do to increase efficiency and communication, is not going
to be able to replace a competent teacher. This is not to say that more information for the
participants could not have helped.
Future research may want to investigate the role of direct instruction versus
computer-based instruction on the revision process. Extending the length of a study of
this type, as indicated in Chapter One, would also help provide a more accurate measure
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of the efficacy of this technology for writing instruction. It may also be helpful to focus
the study on two distinct groups. One group of participants could be given access to
instructional presentations (PowerPoint slide shows) and Internet resources that focus on
the revision process. Another group could be given classroom instruction using a wholeclass and small-group instruction. Revisions could then be measured for quality using a
similar holistic approach used in this study.

S ection 4.3: Can W eb 2.0 T echnologies Improve S tudent W riting ?

Though I did not expect otherwise, there is still no definitive conclusion that can
be made that would clearly suggest that Web 2.0 technologies can improve student
writing. Based on the data obtained from the "A Modest Proposal Project,” even though
students generally enjoyed the project, this enjoyment did not translate to improvements
in successive drafts. That only one student among the 38 participants made a significant
revision would certainly suggest that this technology does very little to "improve”
writing. Y et, the level of engagement and the overall positive rating participants
expressed about the project suggest that the technology used can engage writer's in the
process.
One issue that cannot be ignored is the problem of access. Until there is equal
access for all students, both in school and at home, using this technology is going to place
students without computers at a disadvantage. Yet, given the increasingly technological
society in which we live and work, refusing to explore ways to use this technology will
place far more students at a disadvantage academically, socially, and professionally.
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Web 2.0 technologies and the improvements made in computer software over the
years has made the computer more and more of an asset in the writing classroom. The
technologies used in this project have many advantages over a traditional classroom
setting, including the following:
•

This technology provides students with ample opportunities to see other works-in
progress, useful for helping students gauge and reflect upon their own writing
(Appendix I: Item #16).

•

The site can be an easily accessible information resource useful for supplementing
whole-class and/or small group instruction. The wiki used in this project allowed
for the posting of Internet links to writing sites and resources, instructional
documents, and PowerPoint presentations (Appendix H: Providing Feedback
Instructions and Writer Resources).

•

Though not a Web 2.0 technology, word processing software a distinct advantage
over paper and pen. With practice and guidance, peer-editing using Microsoft
Word's "Reviewing" features allows a reviewer to offer effective, easily
distinguished feedback, as do many of the Internet-based word processing
programs. Unlike using pen and paper, additions to a document can be easily
accepted and/or deleted. Though an electronic review cannot replicate a face-toface discussion, it can certainly be a valuable addition to the peer review process.

•

This technology has the potential to open up writing to a much larger audience.
Typically, writing produced for a class is shared with only fellow classmates and
an instructor. Web 2.0 technologies, including web logs, publicly-accessible
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wikis, and Internet-based word processing utilities, can share student writing to a
much larger audience.
•

Social networking is becoming a very popular mode of communication for
students. Web 2.0 technologies can exploit this preference. Wikis can provide
students with their own pages and/or sites where they can post a variety of
artifacts related to classroom activities and even their personal lives. Wikis can
also be used to create an electronic portfolio of student writing that can follow the
student from one grade to the next, even over an entire academic career.

In the article "The Convergence of Literacy Instruction with Networked Technologies
for Information and Communication" (Leu & Kinzer, 2000), the authors make numerous
predictions about what the workplace of the near future will look like. Though future
predictions are always difficult to make given the ever-changing nature of literacy and
instruction, some can be made with some degree of confidence, especially when we can
see the evidence of these predictions emerging in the present. One prediction the authors
make concerns the emerging collaborative nature of the workplace: "One aspect of the
changing workplace involves moving from a centrally planned organization to one that
relies increasingly on collaborative teams at all levels, often with members who seldom
work in the same physical space" (p.l 13). If we are to provide maximum opportunities
for students, educators should consider how to implement collaborative technologies in
the classroom now, rather than later. The Read/Write Web is the tool that can help
accomplish this goal.
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A ppendices
A ppendix A: Participant D emographics

Note: Data obtained from the Academic Data Decision Support System. This is a
database o f demographic information searchable by grade, class, and/or school used by
the Jersey City Public Schools. The data listed below is sorted by gender and meal
benefits.
Demographics o f Participating Students
Note: Possible linking information (birth date, school, teacher information, etc.) has been
removed to protect anonymity of students.
Ethnicit
Gender
Female
Female

Asian
Asian

Female
Female
Female
Female
Female
Female
Female
Male
Male
Male
Male
Female
Female
Female
Female
Female
Female
Female
Female
Male
Male
Female
Female
Female
Male
Male
Male
Female
Female

Asian
Asian
Asian
Asian
Asian
Asian
Asian
Asian
Asian
Asian
Asian
Black
Black
Black
Black
Black
Black
Black
Black
Black
Black
Hispanic
Hispanic
Hispanic
Hispanic
Hispanic
Hispanic
White
White

y

Home
Language
KOREAN
URDU
HINDI/HINDUS
TAN
TAGALOG
ENGLISH
GUJARATI
TAGALOG
GUJARATI
TAGALOG
TAGALOG
GUJARATI
GUJARATI
KOREAN
ARABIC
ENGLISH
ARABIC
ARABIC
ENGLISH
ENGLISH
ENGLISH
ENGLISH
ENGLISH
ENGLISH
SPANISH
SPANISH
SPANISH
SPANISH
SPANISH
ENGLISH
UKRAINIAN
ENGLISH

Disabilitie
M B lltB

none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none

Meal
Benefits
Free
Free
Free
Free
Paid
Paid
Paid
Paid
Reduced
Paid
Paid
Paid
Reduced
Free
Free
Free
Free
Paid
Paid
Paid
Paid
Free
Paid
Free
Free
Reduced
Free
Paid
Paid
Paid
Reduced
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Female
Male

White
White

Male
Male
Male
Male
Male

White
White
White
White
White

ENGLISH
ARABIC
SERBOCROATIAN
ABKHAZ
ENGLISH
URDU
ENGLISH

none
none

Reduced
Free

none
none
none
none
none

Free
Paid
Paid
Paid
Reduced

Jersey City Public Schools
Overview of the District
Number of Schools: 47
Number of Students: 29,288
Number of Teachers: 3,264
Student Characteristics
Percent of Students Eligible for Free/Reduced-Price School Lunch:
Student Demographics
African American
Asian American
Hispanic
Native American
White

71 %

36 %
14%
39 %
1%
10%

Overview of the Research Participants
Number of Schools: 2
Number of Students : 38
Number of Teachers: 2
Student Characteristics
Percent of Students Eligible for Free/Reduced-Price School Lunch:
Student Demographics
African American
Asian American
Hispanic
Native American
White

53 %

26%
34%
16%
0%
24%

Note: District-Wide demographic information compliments o f The Broad Foundation,
10900 Wilshire Boulevard Twelfth Floor, Los Angeles, California 90024,
press@broadfoundation. org, www. broadfoundation. org.

A ppendix B: F ront P age and Participant Pages

Note: The following is a reproduction o f the pages formatted to be viewable as a
document.

Welcome to Jersey City
Public Schools E-Class collaborative classroom!
1. Welcome to Jersey City Public Schools E-Class collaborative classroom!
a. Posting Your Satire
i.
Step One:
ii.
Step Two:
iii.
Step Three:
iv.
Step Four:
Why are you here?
c. The Ten E-Class Commandments
Posting Your Satire
Step One:
Assuming you have logged in, locate the page to which you want to post an item. Click
on the link for the page, and you will then be directed there. Once on that page, click the
"Edit Page" button. That page's "Point-and-Click" editor will open. You will see a side
bar that look like this:
I
f f ii ® H I ^
\~ | t S t Z j B : m = 1 |
(¡¡§ insert image | □ — f
insert Plugin
1
% ’r 1 Format
- Font Verdana
- Size
- \ «0
j gj Source j | Attach file
Step Two:
To upload the Microsoft Word file, click on the ®
buttton. Before you upload
your document, be sure to save your document as "Satire Rough Draft" or some other
logical identifier.
Then, click on "Browse." A new window will pop up. Locate the document wherever it is
stored (your USB memory stick, My Documents, etc.). When you locate the document,
double-click the document. It should appear next to the "Browse" button. Then click
"Upload." In a few seconds, your file will be uploaded to the site. When finished, click
"OK." A hyperlink for that file will then appear on the page you are editing.
Step Three:
If you want to edit the hyperlink, right-mouse click the link. "Click on "Edit Link." A
new window will pop up. Change the "link text" to whatever you want the name of the
file to be. Then click "OK."
Step Four:
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Test your document. After you click save (on the bottom of the page), click on the
hyperlink for your document. A new window should pop up asking you to either open or
save your document. Click on "Open." If you did the above correctly, it should open. If it
does not, repeat the steps above or contact the site administrator (bhenecker@jcboe.org).
Why are you here?
If you are reading this, chances are you have been directed here by your teacher. If you
are here to complete a class assignment, welcome! The project in which you are
participating very well may be a glimpse into the writing classrooms of the future (though
wikis are far from a new concept). Consider this site a collaboration between you,
teachers, and your peers.
On the right, click on the tab labeled "Sidebar." You will see a link called "Participant
Pages." When you click this link, you will be directed to a list of pages contained on this
site for each of this project's participants.
When you click on a participant's link, you will be redirected to that person's page. As
this project develops, you will notice additional links to documents (essays) in various
stages of revision.
As you read essays written by other participants, you should feel free to post comments,
suggestions, and other feedback. Because writing is a risk, be respectful of what each
person has to say. As such, here are a few simple rules to follow when adding content to
this site.
The Ten E-Class Commandments
1. All participants are required to contribute to this site. Check the "Calendar"
page for draft submission and peer-review deadlines.
2. All posts, comments, or other content added to site must be checked for
proper spelling and grammar. [Note: Use the spell checker on Google Toolbar;
tinySpell, a spell checker for Windows applications; or even a dictionary before
inserting comments or feedback.]
3. Only constructive, well thought out, and informed input is welcome. Any
contributions that are inappropriate or incorrect will be either removed or
corrected by students or the site administrators.
4. All editing and content suggestions are welcome. Still, only participant and
resource pages are for student editing. If in doubt about what you can edit, ask
your teacher.
5. Use the “Sandbox” page to play around with editing functions before posting
for the first time.
6. Links to external sites relevant to a particular topic are welcome.
7. Links to news articles, websites, blogs or other wikis (such as Wikipedia) can
be included in an edit or with feedback if it is deemed to be useful in
understanding the topic.
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8 . All participants must post reflections about their writing and the editorial

process on the "Writer Thought Forum" at least once every two weeks.
9. Videos or other media appropriate to the topics covered may be added to
“Writing Resources” page as "widgets". Inappropriate videos will be removed.
10. Students who are not in the participating classes may not to contribute to the
JCPS E-Class site without permission. If you like what you see, tell your
teacher. The site administrators will be happy to help get your class involved in
this project.
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Participant Pages
1. Participant Pages
a. Participants:
i.
Mr. Bruce Henecker, Liberty High School
ii.
Ms. Marianne Buchala, Academy I
iii.
Mr. Gary Flanagan
b. Academy I Students:
c. McNair Students
Below are links to individual pages for each contributor.
For this project, you may be assigned to visit the page of a specific participant in order to
provide feedback and suggestions on writing drafts. All participants are
participating under a pseudonym, so please refrain from asking other students to reveal
their identities. Remember, only appropriate and constructive comments are welcome.
You may also want to visit other participant pages to see what they are working on or
how their drafts are progressing. If you visit a page, please let that person know you did
so. The easiest way to log your visit is to click on the "Comments" button above. Provide
a brief comment of encouragement or constructive feedback on a specific draft.
Important Note: You should feel free to modify your personal page as you see fit. Yet,
please remember the following: this wiki site has limited storage! Avoid posting large
files (pictures, videos, or music). If you want to post a picture keep the resolution to
below 200 x 200 pixels. You must ask permission to post videos or music. Contact the
site administrator (bhenecker@jcboe.org) first. If you post a large file, it will be removed.
Participants:
Mr. Bruce Henecker, Liberty High School
Mr. Henecker
Ms. Marianne Buchala, Academy I
Marianne Buchala
Mr. Gary Flanagan
Academy I Students:
Michael
Jass
TX05
MC Macho
Cleo
Lakers24
kk
SK26
andJusticeforMost
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Super
Steven O'Michael
grlcmo
pacman
ROB I Zuccini
GreenNwhite
HeartBreaker
Sweety Tweetv
A. McNair Students
Milev Missonui
Narsis Isis
Free Willy
Betty Crocker
Stewie
Peyton Elizabeth Sawyer
Yelles Amorso
Findar Garcintar
Mystery Craze
Chuck Gillette
Dahabia Luther
Ratipa Solomon
Jeffree Star
Nallen James
Shantal Santos
Peaceful llaman
Dr. McJackinbox
Juliet Montaugue
McMillan Wife
Chuck Norris
Maso Plox
John Delta
Wiener Shnitzel

A ppendix C: A ssent , P arent /G uardian L etters

Note: The letterhead, contact information o f principal investigator, and the signature
sections have been removed.
ASSENT FORM
Please read below with care. You can ask questions at any time, now or later. You can
talk to other people before you fill in this form.
Who am I?
I am Bruce Henecker. I work at Liberty High School in Jersey City, NJ.
Why is this study being done?
We want to find out if computers can help improve the teaching of writing and student
writing. One method we will be testing this idea is through the use of a shared website.
This study will use the writing and comments posted to the website. We want to analyze
what students write, the comments they make to other students about the writing posted,
and any other comments students might make on any of the website pages.
What will happen while you are in the study?
If you choose to be in this study, we will have you participate in a web-based writing
project. You will be asked to read and respond to a story. You will publish your writing
to a website where students from another class will have the chance to read and comment
on what you wrote. You will also be able to comment on what students in the other class
wrote.
You may decide to opt out of this project at any time. You do not have to post your
writing to the website. You do not have to comment on what others have written. You
will still be given access to the computers during class time to conduct research related to
topics currently being discussed in class. You may also use the computers to prepare
drafts of upcoming writing assignments. As well, you may also visit the website to read
what other students have written.
At the conclusion of this project, all wiki content will be saved on CD-ROM.
Time:
This study will take place over a one-month period.
Risks:
You may feel some fear about having other students read your writing.
Benefits:
You may benefit from this study because you will be using a program that may help you
become a stronger writer.
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Others may benefit from this study because they will have a chance to see the writing of
students from another class. This will be helpful to compare their strengths in writing
compared to others.
Who will know that you might Ibe in this study?
You and your parent will know that you are in this study. If you choose to participate,
you will be asked to create a false name. Your teacher will not know if you decided to
post writing assignments or not.
Do you have to be in the study?
You do not have to be in this study. We won’t get mad with you if you say no. It is okay
if you change your mind at any time and leave the study. You do not have to answer any
questions you do not want to answer. Nothing will happen to you.

PARENT/GUARDIAN CONSENT FORM
Please read below with care. You can ask questions at any time, now or later. You can
talk to other people before you fill in this form.
Study’s Title:
Student Writing and Composition Instruction Using Web 2.0: The Problems and Promise
of Collaborative Technology
Why is this study being done?
This study is being completed to find out if we can improve the teaching of writing and
student writing in the Jersey City Public Schools by using a shared website.
What will happen while your child or dependent is in the study?
We will have your child or dependent participate in a web-based writing project. You
child or dependent will be asked to read and respond to a story. You child or dependent
will publish his/her writing to a website where students from another class will have the
chance to read and comment on what your child or dependent wrote.
Time:
This study will take about one month.
Risks: Your child or dependent may experience some fear about having other students
read her/his writing.
Benefits: Your child or dependent may benefit from this study because your child or
dependent will be using a program that may help your child or dependent become a
stronger writer.
Others may benefit from this study because they will have a chance to see the writing of
students from another class. This will be helpful to compare their strengths in writing
compared to others.
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Who will know that your child or dependent is in this study? Your child or dependent
will not be linked to any presentations. We will keep who your child or dependent is
confidential
You should know that New Jersey requires that any person having reasonable cause to
believe that a child has been subjected to child abuse or acts of child abuse shall report
the same immediately to the Division of Youth and Family Services.
Does your child or dependent have to be in the study?
Your child or dependent does not have to be in this study. She/he is a volunteer! It is
okay if she/he wants to stop at any time and not be in the study. She/he does not have to
answer any questions that she/he does not want to answer. Nothing will happen to your
child or dependent. She/he will still get the things that were promised.
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A ppen dix !): Participant Page C omments

Comments on "kk"
Maybe you can try agreeing with summer homework and exaggerating on
why homework is so good. This helps the reader become angry towards on
Dr.
why homework is really bad and wastefull;for example,"Everybody is
McJackinbox
rejoicing over tons of homwork because it allows you to work instead of
Apr 18
wasting time on playing". But otherwise, this draft is very good and there is a
good choice of words.
Hey I like your satire even though at first I could not understand it but maybe
you were attempting it by exagerating the topic. But like the comment before
Free Willy
maybe it would have been a little better if your satire was agreeing with
Apr 18
homework then it would be a bit more ironic. Other then that good essay, nice
topic, and good choice of words.
it was overall a good essay and i absolutly agree with the 2 comments above
me. You should agrred with summer hw, bcus that would have taken the essay
Mystery
to an entirely diffemt level. But overall nice job. P.S. the reason that i talked
Craze
about american idol so much in my essay is because it was ON AMERICAN
Apr 22
IDOL and not the presidential election, maybe you should re-read it since the
1st time you read it you thought it was on and entirly different subject.
Comments on "GreenNwhite"
I think your topic is great and I appreciate your stand point on it; however,
Miley
in your revisions, you should try to understand satire more. Next time, you
Missonui
should try to be less straightforward and let the reader figure out that
Apr 18
you're opposed using really strong, sarcastic statements, so that they know
you're point of view without you actually telling them.
Dr.
I don't quite see where the satire is. Instead of actually expressing what
McJackinbox
you think is wrong, be more sarcastic about what you're opossing.
Apr 29
Comments on "Mystery Craze"
i LOVE THE SATIRE IN YOUR ESSAY.vERY WELL WRITTEN FOR A
Anonymous ROUGH DRAFTj IF YOU WANT OT MAKE IT LONGER YOU CAN,
Apr 18
BUT i FIND THREE PARAPHS ENOUGH.
Anonymous k so i got something for y ou to add on =] why don't you exapnd your writing
Apr 18
on one of the winners adn how they have affected our lives. =]
Comments on "ancUusticeforMost"
Well, to begin, your essay was not very sarcastic except for one paragraph
speaking of assasinating celebrities. Your point about humans being driven to
become better was good. Although you talked about promoting the human
Anonymous mind using different words, your point was very repetitive. Example:
Apr 18
"Fantasizing promotes the creative mind." and "But most importantly, this all
shows how the human mind, when motivated properly, can put itself to good
use." I enjoyed reading your essay and again, i agreed with many of your
points.
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Comments on "Super"
Nallen James
Good topic but watch out for sentence structure; many fragments.
Apr 18
peaceful
your choice of wording used to describe Bush is funny your idea of
llaman
defeating I raq in order to obtain all of the oil is creative.
Apr 18
Anonymous I agree with peaceful llaman. I like the way you worded your essay and
Apr 18
how you pictured Bush.
Mystery
this is a good essay and topic. I think your structure could have better. Also
Craze
it could have been a little more sarcastic and satirical.
Apr 18
Comments on" Michael"
Anonymous Add some humor to your essay, its supposed to be satirical, so it shouldn't be
Apr 18
so serious.
Comments on Steven OMichael
Work on spelling and grammar. Ex: Your essay: "men has always" Proper
English: "Men have always" Your Essay: "wealthies" Proper English:
"wealthiest" In general, try to stay away from contractions. Example: They'll
Stewie
would be, 'they will'. I would change, "Since most of the government
Apr 18
positions are ran by males" to "Since most of the government positions are
held by males" etc. Other than the fact that your essay has many mechanical
errors, it is still a decent essay.
Comments on "HeartBreaker"
Findar
Your satire is pretty good but the first paragraph opposes what you say in the
Garcindar other four. You should also give more reasons for which cartoon violence is
Apr 18
good.
I think it was very nice but i think that you could have been more sarcastic by
narsis isis
mentioning the cons of such a proposal and then finding ways to justify
Apr 18
them.
Your basically repeating the same idea in different ways. You should have
Mystery
various idea based on cartoon violence. Your 1st paragraph seems opposite
Craze
of the rest of the essay. Also, the second to last sentence of the 1st paragraph
Apr 18
has no purpose and should be taken out of the paragraph.
Comments on "ROBIZuccini"
Nallen Nice topic but the sattire seemed almost TOO sarcastic as to sway you the other
James way...against uniforms whereas you're supposed to exaggerate to a point where
Apr 18 it seems you are for uniforms in your case.
Comments on"pacman"
Chantel ^ an ma^e ^etter use ° f Your topic, the facts are excellent, but try not to put as
Santos much ^acts and use a
more humor. Think of it this way, write the opposite
^ j g of what your trying to say to create a little sarcasm and that should help you
^
improve your sattire.
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Comments on Peaceful llaman
your essay is pretty good. It's also very funny and addresses a widespread
stewie
problem in American society, minor grammar/mechanical errors but
Apr 27
otherwise an interesting essay.
Findar
Really good essay, interesting topic, few errors and possibility to make it
Garcindar funnier. I uploaded an edited version but it isn't on your page, it is on the list
Apr 28
of all the documents.
Comments on Cleo
Your overall essay was good, but there was alot of spelling mistakes and
grammatical errors. Some of the points you were trying to get across appeared
Chantel
unclear and confusing, and I think you should work on that a little bit more.
Santos
However, you did make some interesting points in your essay, and your right
Apr 28
that if students get punished for eating in class, and forgetting from time to time
than the teachers should get punished as well.
Comments on Jass
betty
hey. how do you post the edited essay? i edited yours but i don't know how to
crocker
post it on your page, i uploaded it though.
Apr 26
Jessica
hey. i guess just post it on your page, i'll try to get it from there, if that helps.
Apr 30
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A ppendix E: Sample E ssay with C omments

Document has been saved as a .jpg image and cropped to fit on page.
McMillianandWife

Blk1

4/10/08

Satire on 2008 election
1just lovethe2008presidential election. All thecandidatescan’tseemtomakeupthere
mindsonifweshouldstayinIraqorjustleaveasacesspool ofdestruction. Thedemocratscan’t
decidethemanwiththemostskincolororthemanwhoseemstobeawoman. TheRepublicans
havemadetheirdecision, voteforJohnMcCainandcontinuetofightinIraq. Thecountryseems
tobeinturmoil butthecandidatesreallyjustcareaboutgettingnextphotoopportunitywiththe
people.
GeorgeBushwasthefirstpersonwhohelpedthiselectioncometoplaceandIthankhim
forthat. Ifhehadn’tbeensayingthereareterroristinIraqwewouldn’tbethere. Everyspeechhe
makes is completely off the ball, and sometimes he doesn’t know what he says on the
microphone. Alwaysdazedandconfused, heisthepresidentthatIhavecometolikeandrespect.
Heisthekindofguythatjustlikesdoesstuffbeforehethinks, andthenationpickedhimasthe
presidentbecausehewasamalecheerleader. WhenhecametoIraqinsteadoffindingterrorists

Comment [MSOfficel]: Great
opener

Comment [M$Office2]: Tbeir
Comment [MSOfflce3]: It seems that
the presidential candidates of the 2008
election can ’t make up their mind if US
! soldiers should stay in Iraq or leave as a
cesspool of destruction.

\

Comment [MS0ffk*4]: Whether
their representive should be a man. with
dark skin color, or a woman, with a
lighter skiu tone.
Comment [MSOfficeS]: Public

Comment [MSOffice6]: George
Bush, our current president.

Comment [MSOffice7]: Anitotincuig
that

i Comment [MSOfficeS]: Ot>r soldiers

Comment [MSOffice9J: Who does
before he thinks

Comment [MSOfficelO]: Entered
Comment [MSOfflceli]: Mr. Bush

hefoundoil.
HillaryClintonisthebestcandidatebecauseshecanfoolthenationwithherfaketears. If
sheiselectedshemightjustgetBill Clintontobeherhusband. Ourcountryhasbeenknownto
makestupidchoicessoHillaryClintonissuretobeelected. BarrackObama, istheanothergood
candidatebecausehisnamerhymeswithOsama. PeoplewouldbehappyifhepaintedtheWhite
Houseblack. JohnMcCainisagoodcandidatebecauseheisatypical American: fightsomebody
fornoapparent reason. All areexcellent candidates but weall knowJohnMcCainisgoingto
winbecausehe’s got George Bushonhisside. JohnMcCainis literallythemost experienced
withonehundredandfifteenyears underhis belt, andstill has enoughtimeandenergyfora
lobbyistseventimesyoungerthanhim.UnderJohnMcCainwemighthaveaninaugural address
andfuneral forapresidentinthesameday; willmakehistory! HavingJohnMcCainaspresident
islikeanoldsenileversionofTheRockintheseat.

CôrtlttV&Mt [MCOffiealjt]! Aüairtii
will

Comment [MSOfflcel3]: Very wellwritten: extremely funny

Comment [MS0fficel4]: It seems

Iftheyall thecandidatesseemtodofairlyintheelectionI canseethemcontinuingthe
warinIraqforanother60years. Thewarisawayforustofeel superiortocountry’sthatcan’t
poseathreat. 1 canseeus fightingwithChinajust todecrease thepopulation. Wewouldbe
helpingtheworldfrombeingaroundtheblinddwarfs. If we succeedwe wouldhave anew
country toput all our nuclear weapons in. After that we would attackPakistanbecause the
peopletherearenolongerhuman.

that all the candidates are doing fairly

C o m m e n t C H S O fflcelS J: Nice
: ending and an easy to follow, funny
i essay!
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A ppendix F: Participant Page R evisions

Note: Revision Count and Revision Timestamps obtained from individual page histories,
which can be located when following the "Show All Pages" feature available on the wiki.
Revision Count
Name
Revisions
andJusticeforMost
19 revisions
Betty Crocker
6 revisions
Chuck Gillette
10 revisions
Chuck Norris
14 revisions
Cleo
28 revisions
Dahabia Luther
9 revisions
Dr McJackinbox
13 revisions
Findar Garcintar
15 revisions
Free Willy
11 revisions
GreenNwhite
13 revisions
grlcmo
7 revisions
HeartBreaker
6 revisions
Jass
17 revisions
Jeffree Star
13 revisions
John Delta
20 revisions
Juliet Montaugue
11 revisions
kk
9 revisions
Lakers24
15 revisions
Lord of the Twinkies
2 revisions
Marianne Buchala
5 revisions
Maso Plox
16 revisions
MC Macho
4 revisions
McMillan Wife
13 revisions
Michael
7 revisions
Miley Missonui
17 revisions
Mystery Craze
9 revisions
Nallen James
10 revisions
Narsis Isis
7 revisions
pacman
22 revisions
Peaceful llaman
10 revisions
Peyton Elizabeth Sawyer 25 revisions
Ratipa Solomon
10 revisions
ROBI Zuccini
5 revisions
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Name
Shantal Santos
SK26
Steven OMichael
Stewie
Super
Sweety Tweety
TX05
Wiener Shnitzel
Yelles Amorso

Revisions
9 revisions
8 revisions
8 revisions
8 revisions
6 revisions
12 revisions
15 revisions
7 revisions
11 revisions

Revision Time S tamps
Note: This is a small sampling for illustrative purposes only.
Revisions of andJusticeforMost (19):
April 21, 2008 at 7:26:48 pm by Peyton Elizabeth Sawyer
April 21, 2008 at 10:33:06 am by Peyton Elizabeth Sawyer
April 21, 2008 at 10:32:12 am by Peyton Elizabeth Sawyer
April 21, 2008 at 10:31:55 am by Peyton Elizabeth Sawyer
April 21, 2008 at 10:31:39 am by Peyton Elizabeth Sawyer
April 21, 2008 at 10:31:21 am by Peyton Elizabeth Sawyer
April 21, 2008 at 10:30:51 am by Peyton Elizabeth Sawyer
April 21, 2008 at 10:29:24 am by Peyton Elizabeth Sawyer
April 21, 2008 at 10:28:53 am by Peyton Elizabeth Sawyer
April 21, 2008 at 10:27:44 am by Peyton Elizabeth Sawyer
April 21, 2008 at 10:27:22 am by Peyton Elizabeth Sawyer
April 21, 2008 at 10:26:57 am by Peyton Elizabeth Sawyer
April 21, 2008 at 10:26:38 am by Peyton Elizabeth Sawyer
April 21, 2008 at 10:25:24 am by Peyton Elizabeth Sawyer
April 21, 2008 at 10:25:04 am by Peyton Elizabeth Sawyer
April 18, 2008 at 10:16:33 am by andJusticeforMost
April 13, 2008 at 10:53:32 pm by andJusticeforMost
April 10, 2008 at 10:25:43 pm by andJusticeforMost
April 10, 2008 at 12:07:24 pm by Bruce
Revisions of Betty Crocker (6):
April 18, 2008 at 9:44:14 am by Jass
April 18, 2008 at 9:22:24 am
April 15, 2008 at 10:25:11 am by bett crocker

April 15, 2008 at 10:19:08 ambybett crocker
April 15, 2008 at 10:11:17 am by bett crocker
April 10, 2008 at 12:20:11 pm by Bruce

A ppendix G: Satire Project Page and S election S urvey

Note: This is a reproduction o f the web page formatted to be viewable as a document.
A Modest Project
1. A Modest Project
a. "A Modest Proposal" By Jonathan Swift
b. Project Ideas
i.
Rock n Roll Hall of Fame Project
ii.
Modest Proposal UK Project
iii.
Another Modest Proposal Project
iv.
"Pick a Project" Poll
v.
Poll Results:
"A Modest Proposal" By Jonathan Swift

"A Modest Proposal" by Jonathan Swift
Click on the above link (or picture) to read the complete text of the story.
Annotated "A Modest Proposal"
This is an annotated version of the text. Click on the hyperlinks for additional
information, then click the "Back" button to return to the main text.
Literary Criticism of A Modest Proposal
This entry presents criticism of Swiff's 1729 satire A Modest Proposal for Preventing the
Children of the Poor People from Being a Burthen to Their Parents, or the Country, and
for Making Them Beneficial to the Publick.
Spark Notes Study Guide
Though many teachers dislike Spark Notes, often the resources contained therein are very
helpful for students looking for additional information about a particular text. This guide
provides an abundance of useful information to help students put the essay into
perspective.
Exploring Satire via The Simpsons
Site Description: "At first glance, The Simpsons may look like a simple cartoon, but look
more closely and you’ll find a nearly inexhaustible collection of resources for exploring
satire in the classroom. In this lesson students identify the techniques of satire
(exaggeration, incongruity, reversal, and parody) through an analysis of visual examples
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of the television show, The Simpsons, and from the show’s Web site." Though it is a
project in itself, it contains many useful links related to the concept of satire.
Project Ideas
Rock n Roll Hall of Fame Project
This is a link to a Rock and Roll Hall of Fame Project that includes analysis of
music/lyrics, poetry, and Swift's Satire. I like the option for students to write their own
satire based on a current social issue or problem.
Project Resources:
The Unknown Citizen
This is a poem by W.H Auden. This is a hyperlink to the poets.org page for this poem.
Outside Of A Small Circle Of Friends
This is an .mp3 file. This is the song by Phil Ochs mentioned in the lesson. Note: File
will need to download to your computer, and may take several minutes (depending on the
speed of your connection).
Outside a Small Circle of Friends lyrics
This site was chosen because it provides additional information on the lyrics themselves.
Bom In The USA
This is an .mp3 file. It is the song by Bruce Springsteen mentioned in the lesson. Click
link to play file. Note: File will need to download to your computer, and may take several
minutes (depending on the speed of your connection).
Bom In The USA lvrics.doc
No available lyrics that could be linked without WebSense interference. This is a Word
document.
Keep on Rockin in the Free World
This is an .mp3 file. It is the song by Neil Young mentioned in the lesson. Note: File will
need to download to your computer, and may take several minutes (depending on the
speed of your connection).
Rockin in the Free World lvrics.doc
No available lyrics that could be linked without WebSense interference. This is a Word
document.
Modest Proposal UK Project
Site Description: "This study guide has been written for students and their teachers in
KS3 and KS4 in the UK but may be suitable for students elsewhere. The guide suggests
ways of responding to Jonathan Swift's pamphlet A Modest Proposal for preventing the
children of poor people in Ireland, from being a burden on their parents or country, and
for making them beneficial to the publick."
Another Modest Proposal Project
Site Description:"This lesson is the fourth in the Restoration Satire unit, the 15th unit in
the full course sequence for English Literature. Students use online resources to study
Swift's "Modest Proposal" and the satiric techniques designed to improve his society.
Students choose an inequity in current society, research its effects and proposed
solutions, and write similar shocking "proposals" which may be published online, in a
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school newspaper, or in a literary journal. Suggested instructions and rubric for this
assignment are included."
A Multimedia Version of a Modest Project
Site Description: "In this activity, students will read Jonathan Swift's essay "A Modest
Proposal." Students will explore the use of satire, irony, hyperbole, sarcasm, and diction
and will examine how the form and structure of an argumentative essay impact the
reader's acceptance or rejection of the argument. Additionally, students will utilize what
they learn by reading a classic deliberative essay, and they will research and write their
own argumentative essay." Note: Links to each of the literary terms have been added for
your convenience.
"Pick a Project" Poll
Click Here to take survey
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Poll Results:
Rock n Roll Hall of Fame Project

77.1%

27

Modest Proposal UK Project

5.7%

2

Another Modest Proposal Project

2.9%

1

A Multimedia Version of a Modest Project

14.3%

5

Web Links for items listed above:
• http://www.uoregon.edu/~rbear/modest.html
•

http://andromeda.mtgers.edU/~jlynch/T exts/modest.html

•
•
•
•
•

http://www.enotes.com/literary-criticism/modest-proposal-jonathan-swifl
http://www.sparknotes.com/lit/modestproposal/
http://www.readwritethink.org/lessons/lesson_view.asp?id=811
http://www.rockhall.com/teacher/sti-lesson-l 7/
http://jcpseclass.pbwiki.com/f/Poets_org+-+Poetry,+Poems,+Bios+&+More++The+Unknown+Citizen.mht

•

http://web.cecs.pdx.edu/~trent/ochs/lyrics/small-circle-of-friends.html

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

http://www.universalteacher.org.uk/prose/modestproposal.htm
http://its.guilford.k 12. nc. us/act/grade9_ 12/act9_ 12. asp? ID=6 53
http ://www. enotes.com/literary-terms/satire
http ://www.enotes.com/literary-terms/irony
http://www.enotes.com/literary-terms/hyperbole
http://www.sarcasmsociety.com/howtobesarcastic/lessonone.php
http://www.tnellen.eom/cybereng/lit_terms/terms/Literary.Terms.html#Diction
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The following is a reproduction o f the student poll used to determine the project.
Have you read Jonathan Swift's "A Modest Proposal?"

Answer Options
Yes
No

Response Percent
Response Count
97.1%
34
2.9%
1
answered question
35
skipped question
0
If you have read the essay, do you feel you understood what you read?

Answer Options
Not at all
A little
Somewhat
Mostly
Totally
Didn't read it

Response Percent
Response Count
0.0%
0
1
2.9%
5.7%
2
71.4%
25
20.0%
7
2.9%
1
answered question
35
skipped question
0
When you are asked to complete projects, what is your favorite type of project to
complete?
Answer Options

Response Count
35

answered question
35
skipped question
0
Which of the following projects are you most interested in participating? Keep in
mind that we will still be working to write, revise, and publish our own satire.
Still, your input will help us determine which project we will consider.
Answer Options
Rock n Roll Hall of
Fame Project
Modest Proposal UK
Project
Another Modest
Proposal Project
A Multimedia
Version of a Modest
Project

Response Percent

Response Count

77.1%

27

5.7%

2

2.9%

1

14.3%

5

answered question
skipped question

35
0

Ill

A ppendix H: Providing Feedback Instructions and W riter Resources

Note: This is a reproduction o f the web page formatted to be viewable as a document.

Critics

Ciomfisiitw«»'!*

How to Offer Constructive Criticism
Below are some suggestions on offering effective feedback. Please review these items
before reading your partner's assignment.
Microsoft Word's Track Changes Feature:
fZZfy

mUsing Track Changes.doc
This document contains directions for using "Track Changes" and how to provide
effective feedback.
¿M-About tracked changes and comments.doc
This is a document obtained from Microsoft Online Help. It explains the basics of the
"Tracked Changes" utility.
How to Use "Comments" Button
You've probably noticed a "Comment" button on each page. Once everyone has posted
their assignment, please read what they wrote. After you have read their piece, post a
comment. I'm a fan of TAGs. This is one way to offer some feedback. Of course, if you'd
just like to offer some words of encouragement, that's fine, too.
T—Tell what you liked (Be specific—did something make you laugh, think, cry? Let the
author know.)
A—Ask a question (Did something you read confuse you? If so, what exactly puzzled
you?)
G—Give a suggestion (Just about every writer could improve their writing. If you notice
something that needs attention, offer a suggestion about how the author might fix the
problem).
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This document, posted to the "How to Offer Constructive Criticism" wiki page, contains
directions for using "Track Changes " and how to provide effective feedback.
Using Track Changes
To use the “Reviewing” function, please follow the steps listed below. You may want to
print this page out before proceeding.
1. Make sure the "Reviewing" tools are on your toolbar. To do this, click on "View" (on
the toolbar). Next, select "Toolbars." Then, click on "Reviewing." If you would like
to move it onto the toolbar, place your cursor anywhere on the gray/blue area of the
Reviewing toolbar, left click, and then drag it onto the main toolbar.
2. Before making any comments or changes, be sure to click on the "Track Changes"
button. When you do this, any new text will appear in a different color.
3. You will want to "Comment" on portions of the text already in place. Before you
begin, "View" your document using the "Print Layout" view. It is easier to see the
additions/comments as you work with this function. To use the "Comment" function,
using your mouse, highlight the text you want to discuss. Then, click on the "Insert
Comment" button on the "Reviewing" toolbar. A bubble will appear to the right of the
document. Type your comments inside the bubble.
Some additional notes:
1. Be sure to save your document as "Comments [Your Last Name]." This will make it
easier to monitor who completed the assignment. As well, please e-mail a copy of
your comments to your teacher. This will ensure you are given credit for the
assignment should anything go wrong when you post you document to your partner’s
wiki page.
2. When you open your partner’s document from his/her wiki page, be sure you indicate
where you want to save your document. When opening from the web site, by default
it will open in a temporary folder. If you forget to change the location where it is
saved, it will save the document in the temporary folder. It will be nearly impossible
to find it later.
3. What to Fix/How to Comment
• Whenever you see a typo or spelling mistake, fix this for your partner. Be sure
you have clicked “Track Changes,” or you will not get credit for helping your
partner fix these minor errors. You will know you are doing this correctly when
the words that you type appear in a different color.
• When you read a sentence that has more than just a minor problem, highlight the
sentence, and then click on the “Comment” button. In the bubble, write your
suggestion about what you think is wrong with the sentence.
• Comment specifically on the content of the essay. Making spelling/grammar
corrections for your partner is fine, but that's not the goal of this activity. Your
primary responsibility is to help your partner develop his/her ideas. You can do
this by pointing out weaknesses in the arguments, indicating lack of development
in portions of the essay, and noting logical inconsistencies. Failure to comment on
the content of the essay is a waste of your time as well as your partner's time.
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•

End with a note to your partner. When you have finished reading and
commenting on your partner's essay, finish by offering a paragraph or two about
your reading experience. If you enjoyed the piece, be sure to specify why you
liked it—be specific. Writers love praise, and too often, good writing is not
recognized. If you noticed problems with the piece, be constructive. Simply
stating that you don't like something is useless. Offering specific suggestions
about how a piece might be improved is very useful and often appreciated. Keep
in mind that your opinion is just that, an opinion. You represent one reader of
many. Your tastes are sure to differ from others.
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This is a document, posted to the "How to Offer Constructive Criticism " wiki page,
obtained from Microsoft Online Help. It explains the basics o f the "Tracked Changes"
utility.
About tracked changes and comments:
To facilitate online review, Microsoft Word allows you to easily make and view tracked
changes and comments in a document. In order to preserve the layout of your document,
Word shows some markup elements in the text of the document, while others are
displayed in balloons that appear in the margin.
Terms:
tracked change: A mark that shows where a deletion, insertion, or other
editing change has been made in a document.
comments: A note or annotation that an author or reviewer adds to a document.
Microsoft Word displays the comment in a balloon in the margin of the document
or in the Reviewing Pane.
markup: Comments and tracked changes such as insertions, deletions, and
formatting changes. View markup when you want to process tracked changes and
comments. Print a document with markup to keep a record of changes made to a
document.
balloons: In print layout view, markup balloons show markup elements, such as
comments and tracked changes, in the margins of your document. Use the
balloons to easily see and respond to reviewers’ changes and comments.
|Form*tt«4
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Walloons show insertions or deletions, formatting changes, and
comments.
Tracked Changes:
With the Track Changes feature turned on, each insertion, deletion, or formatting change
that you or a reviewer makes is tracked. As you review tracked changes, you can accept
or reject each change.
Comments:
As you review comments, you must delete them to remove them from the document.

1Comment marks

2 Comment balloons
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Track changes while you edit:
1. Open the document you want to revise.
2. On the Tools menu, click Track Changes.
When the Track Changes feature is enabled, TRK appears on the status bar at the bottom
of your document. When you turn off change tracking, TRK is dimmed.
3. Make the changes you want by inserting, deleting, or moving text or graphics. You can
also change formatting.
Notes:
You can change the color and other formatting that Word uses to mark changed text and
graphics. If you use change tracking and then save your document as a Web page,
tracked changes will appear on your Web page.
If you hide a type of markup by clearing it on the Show menu, the markup automatically
appears each time the document is opened unless you clear the Make hidden markup
visible when opening or saving check box on the Security tab of the Options dialog box
(Tools menu). Even if you clear this check box, the markup is still in the document and
can be revealed by selecting the type of markup on the Show menu.
Print a document with markup:
When you print a document with markup showing, by default, Word chooses the zoom
level and page orientation to best display the markup in your printed document. You can
also print only a list of all markups in a document.
Turn on or off change tracking:
Turning off change tracking does not remove changes that have already been tracked.
Instead, turning off change tracking enables you to modify the document without
marking what has changed. To remove tracked changes, use commands on the Reviewing
toolbar to review and accept or reject the changes.
• On the Tools menu, click Track Changes.
When the Track Changes feature is enabled, TRK appears on the status bar. When you
turn off change tracking, TRK is dimmed.
Tip:
You can also double-click TRK on the status bar to turn change tracking on or off.
Terms:
status bar: A horizontal bar at the bottom of the screen that displays information
about the current condition of the program, such as the status of items in the
window, the progress of the current task, or information about the selected item.
Notes:
If the Track Changes command is unavailable, you may need to turn off document
protection by clicking Unprotect Document on the Tools menu. (You may need to know
the document password.)
If you turn off change tracking in a document and change tracking is turned on when you
reopen the document, you may need to modify the file properties. On the File menu, click
Properties, and then click the Custom tab. In the Properties box, click each item, click
Delete, and then close the document. When you open the document again, change
tracking is turned off.
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Writing Resources Wiki Page
Note: This is a reproduction o f the web page formatted to be viewable as a document.
Visit the following resources to help you as you draft and revise your writing.
Visit the following resources to help you as you draft and revise your writing.
Internet Resources
Internet Resources

Online Writing Lab at Purdue University
Everything you'll need to help you write any type of assignment. Great for teachers and
students alike!

IRhymeZone
Great for finding rhymes for poetry! Won't find rhymes for "orange," though.

Dictionary
Don't know what a word means? Try here!

Online Thesaurus
Need to find the right word? Start here!
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A ppendix I: P roject Participant S urvey R esponse

Note: Because the survey device used to collect the results did not have a "spell check"
option, I have made minor corrections o f spelling and capitalization errors in the
comment sections to improve readability._____________________________________
1. What pseudonym (fictional name) did you use when accessing and posting
items to the wiki?

Response Count

answered question

38

skipped question

38

Comment Text
Robi Zuccini
SK26
TX05
HeartBreaker
kk
Laker24
Jass
greenNwhite
michael
grlcmo
Super
Cleo
McMacho
andJusti ceforMo st
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1. What pseudonym (fictional name) did you use when accessing and posting
items to the wiki?

pacman
Steven O'Michael
Sweety Tweety
Dahabia Luther
Juliet Montauk
Narsis Isis
Stewie
Chantel Santos
Free Willy
Mystery Craze
Jeffree Star
Yelles Amoroso
Findar Garcindar
John Delta
Chuck Gillette
peaceful llaman
Dr. McJackinbox
Maso Plox
Chuck Norris
McMillian Wife

119

2. Which of the following items did you complete for the writing portion of this
Response
Percent

Response
Count

Prewriting on paper

36.8%

14

Prewriting on wiki

44.7%

17

Writer's memo

7.9%

3

Rough Draft

84.2%

32

Revision

81.6%

31

Revision using Track Changes

60.5%

23

answ ered question

38

skipped question

0

3. Which of the following peer-review items did you complete for the writing
portion of this project?

Response
Percent

Response
Count
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3. Which of the following peer-review items did you complete for the writing
portion of this project?

"Comments" in text box on a
participant's page

23.7%

9

Peer-Editing of a participant's paper
using Track Changes

36.8%

14

Both

60.5%

23

Neither

2.6%

1

answered question

38

skipped question

0

4. How important is prewriting (informal writing completed before composing a
rough draft) to you as a writer?

Prewriting
habits

Not
important

Neutral

Somewhat
important

Very
important

Rating
Average

Response
Count

0.0% (0)

5.3%
(2)

42.1%
(16)

52.6%
(20)

3.47

38

answ ered question

38

skipped question

0

5. How do you prefer to write essay drafts?
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5. How do you prefer to write essay drafts?

Response
Percent

Response
Count

Pen/pencil and paper

18.4%

7

On paper, then on computer

47.4%

18

On computer exclusively

34.2%

13

Other (please specify)

0.0%

0

answ ered question

38

skipped question

0

6. How do you prefer to write essay revisions?

Response
Percent

Response
Count

Pen/pencil and paper

18.4%

7

On paper, then on computer

52.6%

20

On computer exclusively

28.9%

11

Other (please specify)

0.0%

0
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6. How do you prefer to write essay revisions?

answered question

38

skipped question

0

7. How important is revision (rewriting drafts to improve overall essay) to you as
a writer?

Revision
habits

Not
important

Neutral

Somewhat
important

Very
important

Rating
Average

Response
Count

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

23.7% (9)

76.3%
(29)

3.76

38

answered question

38

skipped question

0

8. How useful were the peer comments you received on your draft to you as a
writer?

Peer
Comments

Not
useful

Neutral

Somewhat
useful

Very
useful

Rating
Average

Response
Count

0.0% (0)

15.8%
(6)

52.6%
(20)

31.6%
(12)

3.16

38

answered question

38

skipped question

0
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9. How useful is it for you to see writing by other students?

Seeing
other's
writing

Not
important

Neutral

Somewhat
important

Very
important

Rating
Average

Response
Count

0.0% (0)

15.8% (6)

44.7%
(17)

39.5%
(15)

3.24

38

answ ered question

38

skipped question

0

10. Having read and learned about satire, do you feel writing your own satire
helped you understand this concept more than only reading/listening about
satire?

Writin
g
about
satire

Still
don’t
understa
nd satire

Neutral

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

Understan
d satire
more

Understa
nd satire
completel

Rating
Average

Response
Count

3.53

38

y

47.4% (18)

52.6%
(20)

answered question

38

skipped question

0
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11. What did you like about this project?

Response
Count

38

answered question

38

skipped question

0

Comment Text
11. What did you like about this project?

Response
Codes

1. I liked how the writer was able to express their opinion in full volume,
but they also got to make the essay somewhat hilarious.

C

2. Being able to write a satire and exaggerate many things

C

3. I was able to use my imagination to come up with my own story.

c

4. I liked the fact that we got to write in a different style than we regularly
do. We usually write essays and writing a fun, ironic satire is a good
break.

c

5. I like this project because its fun and I haven't done this type of writing
before (a satire). It gives you a chance to state your opinions.

c

6. Something that fascinated me about this project was the whole tracking
and leaving comments on the word documents. I thought that it was a
new way for students to revise their essays to a greater extent.

T

7. I liked the fact that we were able to eloquently communicate with one
another through the track changes features on Microsoft Word. The
productive criticism given by my fellow peers at McNair Academic
allowed me to manipulate my satire component to perfect it to the most.

T
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11. What did you like about this project?

Response
Codes

8. it was creative

C

9. I liked that we were able to peer edit essays of high school students
without going other way to their school or them coming to ours.

T

10.1 like how we were able to work with older students.

I

11.1 liked the part where other people from a different school got to look at
my satire.

I

12. You get to interact with different students in another school.

I

13. We learned more about satire and writing as well, as well as the
commenting/track changes system.
14.1 got to be very sarcastic and funny in writing about the school lunches.

L, T
C

15.1 liked the fact that we were able to get the opinions of others on our
essay which helped us revise better.

WP

16.1 think the fact that we were able to communicate with students from
Mcnair was very interesting working out side of our familiar
surroundings.

II

17.1 loved the way Academy 1 students were allowed to connect to McNair
students and how all the students received a chance to view to work of
other students and teachers.

I

18.1 enjoyed writing the essay because I enjoyed being sarcastic and funny

c

19.1 like how we could comment on people's essays but having the safety
net that they could not know who you were.

A

2 0 .1 enjoyed reading the satire of other students participating in this
project. It was really fun reading the satirical essays and I liked using
the track changes for editing. Lastly, using an anonymous identity and
the fact that this wasn't a graded assignment, made me enjoy it even
more.

I, T, A
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11. What did you like about this project?

Response
Codes

21. This type of writing provided an opportunity to be comical and
sarcastic. Also, reading and commenting other student's pages was
informative and enjoyable.

c,i

22. That is it electronic and that we got to write under a pseudonym.

T, A

23. it's very fun because you get a lot of feed back and you get to comment
and read others work and learn about new ideas

I, L

2 4 .1 enjoyed reading and commenting the essays of my peers.

I

25. One thing I liked about this project, was that we were able to comment
on other students' writing and also receive comments

I

2 6 .1 liked how we were able to express our satire anonymously so that we
would have no doubts or fears about our essays since no one would
know who wrote them. It feels as though we can express an honest
opinion without having to worry about people disagreeing with us.

A

2 7 .1 liked the fact that I got the opportunity to be very sarcastic and
criticize an issue that has been bothering me for years.

C

2 8 .1 like the interaction between the two schools while writing essays, and
peer editing. Great Experience!

I

29. The idea of using satires as a project topic.

C

30. It is fun and interesting to come and edit without being known by
others.

A

31.1 liked the fact that this was a peer editing assignment in which students
could edit each other's satire and give them ideas for more
improvements.

I

32. It helped me express my thoughts and have fun.

C

33. La capacidad de utilizar la sátira. [The capacity to use the satire.]

C

34.1 liked being able to go on other people's pages and being able to edit
their work.

T, I
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Response
Codes

11. What did you like about this project?

35.1 like writing about some error in our world and being able to make fun
of it in a satirical concept.

C

36. Satiring

C

37. Writing Satirical work

C

38.1 liked being able to receive comments from an anonymous person
because they can be completely honest.

A

12. What would you do differently with this wiki?

Response
Count

37

answered question

37

skipped question

1

Comment Text

12. What would you do differently with this wiki?

Response
Codes

1. I don't think that I would do anything to really change it.

NC

2. I wouldn't change anything

NC

3. I wouldn't do anything differently.

NC

4. I really wouldn't change anything. It is easy to understand and finding

NC
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12. What would you do differently with this wiki?

Response
Codes

things is relatively easy.
5. I would make it a little more interactive, such as educational games if
possible or some sort of activity.

U

6. Well, I would basically fix the ways the editing pages were created. It
was kind of difficult to save a certain document as an attachment.

NC

7. I would create deadlines with this form of writing, since if one editor
was complete, the other editor may not be and thus the schedule of
revision can be lengthy.

NC

8. nothing

NC

9. I would not add or change anything.

NC

10.1 would not do anything different with the wiki.

NC

11.1 would make it easier to navigate around the website.

O

12. It would be better if you could edit the essay right on the page rather
than having to open up a word document.

F

13. It was fine, in my opinion.
14.1 think I should have understood more about satire before I began
writing on it.
15.1 wouldn't do anything differently.
16. Perhaps, maybe be a little bit more organized with the site.
17. As of now, I like the Wiki the way it is.
18. probably simply make it simpler

NC
U
NC
O
NC
O
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12. What would you do differently with this wiki?
19. Nothing

Response
Codes
NC

20. The only thing wiki should do now is get more participants.

U

21.1 would get my pseudonym spelt correctly.

u

22. nothing

NC

2 3 .1 would stop all the e-mails

F

2 4 .1 would have my pseudonym spelt correctly.

U

25.1 would probably make the uploading essay part a little bit easier.

F

26. Nothing

NC

2 7 .1 would try to create a much faster and simpler interface for users.

F

2 8 .1 would probably have a better editing tool because on our computers
the point and click mode didn't work

F

29. Make it less complicated and confusing to use and edit the wiki pages.

F

30. Better instructions on how to navigate on this site.

O

31. Make it more user friendly.

O

32. Más explosiones. [More explosions.]

U

33.1 would make the uploading process easier. It is a bit complicated and
causes confusion.

F

34.1 would have liked a better editor, someone who can criticize my work
but in a helpful way.

F
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Response
Codes

12. What would you do differently with this wiki?
35. make website better

0

36. Make it feel more important

U

37. Make it so that it was a bit more organized, so you know whose paper
you were supposed to edit right away.

0

13. Did you feel more or less comfortable posting your work using a pseudonym?
Explain.

Response
Count

37

answered question

37

skipped question

1

Comment Text
13. Did you feel more or less comfortable posting your work using a
pseudonym? Explain.

Response
Codes

1. Not really, I really don't mind.

P

2. I felt more comfortable using a pseudonym since people who knew my
name wouldn't go easy to criticize it.

P

3. Yes, I felt more comfortable using a pseudonym because then it felt as
if the comments on my story were made depending on how good or bad
it was, not because of who wrote it.

N

4. I did not feel any differently. A literary work is about the quality of the

N
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13. Did you feel more or less comfortable posting your work using a
pseudonym? Explain.

Response
Codes

writing, not the writer, so it made no difference to me what name I used.
5. I felt the neither. The pseudonym didn't make any impact on my
feelings.

P

6. I feel more comfortable posting my work using a pseudonym because it
doesn't reveal my identity as if a person bases his or her revisions as
correcting a complete stranger. Therefore, they can suggest and make as
many harsh comments or mistakes as possible.

P

7. Posting my work as a nickname allowed me to feel comfortable since
no one knew who my name was unless I told them.

P

8. very comfortable

P

9. To me, it did not matter that we used pseudonyms because I do not
know any of the high schoolers who edited my satire and it does not
matter to me what my friends in class think of my satire because I know
their opinions would be constructive.

N

10.1 felt more comfortable using a pseudonym because people won't know
your name. Even though using your real name is easier.

P

11. No because if you make a mistake, the students wouldn't know directly
who made the mistake.

P

12. Yes, this way people can't use favoritism

P

13. Neither or. It does have its benefits, however.

N

14. Honestly, it didn't really matter if I used my own name or not because I
thought that my writing was basically good.

N

15.1 feel more comfortable because this way students cannot judge others
work since they do not know who it is.

P

16.1 felt more comfortable because using the pseudonym, we didn't have to
reveal our name.

P

17.1 really am not sure because I wasn't familiar with most of the McNair

N

13. Did you feel more or less comfortable posting your work using a
pseudonym? Explain.

Response
Codes

students and they were not familiar with me, so it really didn't influence
me.
18.1 feel the same because criticism is criticism. And why wouldn't you
want credit for your work?

N

19.1 feel more comfortable.

P

2 0 .1 feel a lot more comfortable posting my work using a pseudonym
because then I don't have to think about the person editing and
commenting being judgmental or too critical because I have no idea
who they are.

P

21.1 felt more comfortable posting my work under a pseudonym because I
wouldn't be embarrassed to let anyone read my satire, considering not
everyone knew who I was.

P

2 2 .1 feel more comfortable because the people don't know who is writing
what and can't pick out one person from another.

P

23. no I feel the same

N

24. Yes because it was anonymous and nobody could judge the essay based
on the person because they did not know who it was.

P

2 5 .1 felt more comfortable, because no one knew it was me and I would
have felt embarrassed if I made a horrible mistake and my name was on
it, because everyone would know.

P

2 6 .1 felt a lot more comfortable posting my work with a pseudonym

P

2 7 .1 really didn't care, but I would've liked to use my real name so people
could actually know that I wrote my essay.

N

2 8 .1 felt more comfortable because nobody knows who you are and you
can post stuff up without worrying about being graded

P

2 9 .1 feel more comfortable posting my work using a pseudonym because I
like to keep my work anonymous, and it get's people to actually edit
your essay, rather than judging you by who you are, if they know who
you are already.

P
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13. Did you feel more or less comfortable posting your work using a
pseudonym? Explain.

Response
Codes

30. It really didn't make a difference to me.

N

31. Yes, because you don't have the risk of people judging you by your
name.

P

32. Más porque entonces podría escribir más libremente. [Plus because then
he/she could write more freely.]

P

33.1 felt confident, knowing that other are doing it also.

P

34.1 personally felt more comfortable because I didn't have to worry about
someone blaming me for my thoughts and my writing. I liked how no
one knew who I was. (or I hope they don't)

P

35. no, I got used to it with this forum

P

36.1 didn't feel anything because it was a random name that I chose.

N

37.1 felt more comfortable using a pseudonym because it isn't as
embarrassing when you make a mistake and you can't be held against
your satire like you really feel that way.

P
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14. How do you feel about using "Track Changes” to review the writing of other
students?

Track
changes

Too
difficult/
confusing

Neutral

Somewhat
easier

Very easy
and useful

0.0% (0)

23.7%
(9)

52.6%
(20)

23.7% (9)

Rating
Average

Respon
se
Count

3.00

38

answ ered question

38

skipped question

0

15. How do you feel about using "Track Changes" to review the writing of other
students? Please explain your response.

Response
Count

36

answ ered question

36

skipped question

2

Comment Text
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15. How do you feel about using "Track Changes" to review the
writing of other students? Please explain your response.

Response
Codes

1. I think that it is easier because you don't have to wait for people to hand
in their things, and you don't have to track them down, you can just
check them on the internet.

P

2. It is easier to me since you can just check it online.

P

3. I have not gotten to the track changes part yet.

NI

4. It is easy because you can easily fit the changes in. I like it because it
shows the student what their mistake was and how the editor fixed it.

P

5. I haven't used it.

NI

6. I considered track changes much easier and useful because you can
correct your mistakes in an instant and review comments from other
students.

NI

7. Track changes are an excellent feature found on Microsoft word that
can allow you to track the changes and other productive criticism made
by fellow peers.

P

8. I think it is easy to track the changes because you can see clearly what
was changed, added and what comments the editor put.

P

9. Track changes helped me somewhat because it made it easier to find the
mistakes and see what was corrected.

P

10. It doesn't really do anything.

N

11. If you make a mistake you can go back and edit, and I am used to using
computers more than pen and paper.

P

12. It's an easy system; I even started to use it for writing outside of class.

P

13.1 helps them understand what they did wrong.

P

14.1 think the track changes made it easier to view the changes needed to
be made to the essay.

P

15. How do you feel about using "Track Changes" to review the
writing of other students? Please explain your response.

Response
Codes

15. It was my first time using it so I had to get used to track changes.

N

16. Track Changes made it easier for me to use what changes were made.

P

17. it was easier than editing the actual page

P

18. The comments are there so you know what to change.

P

19.1 thought the track changes were very useful and easy to use. It's as
simple as following directions.

P

20. Using track changes was useful because I used people's opinion to
enhance the quality of my essay and proofread.

P

21. They let you see what changes they made so that you don't make the
same mistake again.

P

22. because I haven't used it yet

NI

23. It helped because I was able to comment and edit their essays, and they
were able to do the same for me, so I was able to change mistakes in my
essay.

P

24. In my opinion using track changes was alright, but it was also kind of
difficult because in order to edit it, you would also have to understand
the person who edited the essay before you.

N

2 5 .1 felt it was sort of difficult to learn at the beginning but then it became
easier as we had practice with using it therefore it is neutral.

N

26. It provides useful comments.

P

2 7 .1 think that with track changes it was much easier to comment people

P

28. It was easy to use it once you found out how to use it, but getting to
understand how to use it was difficult at first.

N

29. It was very easy to see what was being said and on what.

P

15. How do you feel about using "Track Changes" to review the
writing of other students? Please explain your response.

Response
Codes

30. It helps the other user see what they did wrong and improve on it.

P

31. Su asombrar que redacta el trabajo sin el uso de una pluma roja. [Their
to astonish that he/she edits the work without the use of a red feather.]

NI

32.-

NI

33. It makes the editing process easier

P

34.1 learned about it today, and it helped.

P

35. Being able to track your changes helps track your changes.

NI

36. It's still a little complicated using Microsoft Word Comments because I
personally prefer electronic copy and red pen editing.

N

16. Did you read other student writing just to see what they wrote? Why?

Response
Count
37

answered question

37

skipped question

1

Comment Text
16. Did you read other student writing just to see what they wrote?
Why?
1. Yes, because other peoples writing is somewhat interesting.

Response
Codes
Gl
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16. Did you read other student writing just to see what they wrote?
Why?

Response
Codes

2. I read other students' since I wanted to see how they made a serious
matter into a satire.

I

3. I read other students writing to read what they came up with and to help
with my own writing. I felt as if my writing would come easier if I
knew what ideas some of the other students came up with.

GI, I

4. I did read the writing of other students. I was curious as to what they
wrote and how they wrote it. I also compared their work to my own.

GI, I

5. Yes, I read other students writing just to see what they wrote because I
thought it would be funny. I enjoyed it because I get to see the other
person's opinion on the subject. Also, almost everyone had a different
topic, so it was interesting.

GI, E

6. Yes I have read other students writing because I wanted to see how I
could, as a student, improve my writing to another level.

I

7. I did glance at a few other writing pieces just to make sure that I was
following directions, and other times I just wanted to read others satires
to get a few laughs!

I

8. I read some of the other satires to see where their humor comes from to
get an idea of how humorous this is supposed to be and I can understand
their writing topics easier.

I

9. Yes, because I wanted a better feel for the project and what satire was
all about.

I

10. Yes because it was interesting to read other student's satire.
11. Yes, I thought I could get some ideas from them and understand satire
better.

GI
I

12. Yes; sometimes I found their topics and essays interesting.

GI

13. Yes I did because I think that the satires were really funny and I was
looking forward to laughing and relating to it.

E

14. No, I read it to get a better idea of a satire. From reading it I realized
several mistakes I made and what to improve upon.

I
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16. Did you read other student writing just to see what they wrote?
Why?

Response
Codes

15. Yes, because I wanted to see how they wrote their satire and how it
differed from my own.

I

16. Yes, I did because I was having trouble understanding satires and the
writing of others helped me very much.

I

17. yes and no. I wanted to see other students sense or style of writing and
what they wrote their satire about

GI

18. Yes. I wanted to see how they used satire and what their essays were
about.

GI

19. Yes, I did read other students writing just to see what they wrote
because I was curious and if their topic interested me, I wanted to know
their opinion and ideas about that topic.

GI

2 0 .1 found many of the topics that students came up with to be very
interesting.

GI

21. Yes because I wanted to see what subject they would talk about

GI

22. yes I like to hear what others have to say and see how they think

GI

23. Yes, because I wanted to edit and comment on their essays. I was also
curious to see what they wrote.

GI

24. Yes, I did because this was a fun thing to do and I wanted the
opportunity to see other student's ideas.
25. Yes, because I was very curious to read other people's writing and
compare their different writing styles to my own.

E, GI
I

26. Yes because some of their topics interested me.

GI

27. Yes, it's very interesting on what peoples minds do when they are
writing something creative. I love to read these types of writings

GI

2 8 .1 wrote what other students wrote because I was curious as to what they
interpreted as a satire. I was also curious as to what topics they chose to
do their satire on, and how they interpreted it.

GI
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16. Did you read other student writing just to see what they wrote?
Why?

Response
Codes

29. Yes because it would help me get an idea of what to do with my essay.

I

30. Yes. I felt curious to see what other students wrote, so I just browsed to
se what ideas they came up with and how they incorporated it into a
satire.

GI

31.1 read other students writing to compare it with mine.

I

32. Sí, quiero leer el trabajo de los ocho alumnos para aprender cómo
escribía el año pasado. [Yes, I want to read the work of the eight
students to learn how he/she wrote the last year.]

GI

33. Yes. I also commented them.

GI

34. Yes, I also edited them.

GI

35. Yes, to better myself

I

36. Yes, because I can see how my peers write

GI

37. Yes, because some topics are fun to read about because they relate to
today's society and what I do.

E

17. Do you feel the technology used in this project helps or hurts the writing
process? Explain.

Response
Count
35

answered question

35

skipped question

3
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Comment Text
17. Do you feel the technology used in this project helps or hurts the
writing process? Explain.

Response
Codes

1. It dramatically hurts the writing process, because now people just use
technology, instead of the old-fashioned way, and I think that the oldfashioned way helps a writer become an excellent writer.

N

2. I think it helps since commenting the essays makes it really easy to
see for the person.

P

3. It helps the writing process because it will help a person keep track of
their work. Everything can be easily accessed.

P

4. I think this technology hurts the writing process. Because we have
computers, it makes it easier to plagiarize. Also, we can get distracted
by many things on the internet as well as friends. However, it is good
because it has spellcheck, which can be helpful for students who don't
want to go searching through the dictionary.

P/N

5. I think it helps, mostly because we get to connect and interact with
students from other schools. If it wasn't for technology we might not
have been able to complete this task.

P

6. In my perspective, technology like this helps the writing process
because you not only get revisions and suggestions from other kids
but from other school kids.

P

7. Technology like this allows the writers to communicate with each
other without feeling shy or embarrassed to make hurtful comments
since no one knows who any one is.

P

8. I think it helps because it is faster for us to edit through the computer
by just typing and we can see what people on the other side of the city
wrote.

P

9. Yes it made it easier for me to use the computer than to write, write,
write.

P

10. No, it helped it because it is a lot easier to correct on the computer.

P

11.1believe it helps since you don't have to be right in front of the person
who is editing our essay and people can see your essay any time.

P

17. Do you feel the technology used in this project helps or hurts the
writing process? Explain.

Response
Codes

12. It can help. Sometimes it can be more convenient than pencil and
paper.

P

13. It helps because other people from other places are able to help you in
doing this.

P

14.1 think technology helps the process because it makes it easier to
revise and edit.

P

15.1 believe it helps the writing process because many people today are
more familiar with technologies than they did years ago.

P

16.1 believe technology always is a plus point for writing especially since
this helps us peer-edit easily.

P

17. Helps and hurts. Helps because it is easier and open and helpful but
hurts because it makes us lazy.

P/N

18. It helps because it makes it easier.

P

19.1 think technology like this helps the writing process in terms of
keeping the interest of the students. I find this setup and the wiki idea
rather fun, an activity rather than homework. When one likes
something, they continue to work at it; therefore, I believe that
students will be more enthusiastic about writing with programs like
this. Plus, most students who use spell check don't realize that some
mistakes aren't caught; being reliant on spell check isn't good, but
when there is a program like this encouraging students to read,
prewrite, revise, etc, the more we will want to. The more we do, the
better we get.

P

20. Technology helps this writing process because it allows you to
proofread and comment in a quick and efficient manner.

P

21.1 think that it helps because you can see other people's writings and
get inspiration from them. It also helps editing

P

22. no I think it helps because now we are actually using technology to
revive what it was taking away from us; writing, reading, and
discussing important issues that are going on today and are
influencing us like the war and the media

P

17. Do you feel the technology used in this project helps or hurts the
writing process? Explain.

Response
Codes

23. Technology helps, because it connects different classes and allows
them to comment on each others work, and it also helps you improve
your essay with its editing programs.

P

24. This helps the writing process, because the students are able to view
comments that other students posted on their writing. By viewing the
comments, students can improve their writing and make their essays
better.

P

2 5 .1 think it helps the writing process because it allows you to view the
work of others and use some parts of theirs for your own in order to
make your writing the best it can possibly be. This is interactive
writing, the future of writing.

P

2 6 .1 certainly don't think it hurts the process and it can assist other writers
in improving their essay.

P

2 7 .1 think it helps because it made the interaction with this website
between the students. SO our writing processes will improve with
other peoples ideas

P

2 8 .1 think technology like this helps the writing process, because
everyone is able to work at a pace of their own, and see everyone's
work, and interact with other people, editing their essays with more
room to edit your pages.

P

2 9 .1 think it hurts it because I find it easier and better to do it by hand
then computer.

N

30. It helps because you get o electronically edit other people's work.

P

31. Las ayudas, son más rápido escribir a máquina [The helps, are quicker
to type]

P

32.1 feel that it helped. It gave us the ability to edit anonymously.

P

33.1 am not exactly sure. I feel that it did help a little and it was fun but it
seemed like a hassle getting to the computers in school.

P

34. Helps more because you get more feedback from more people.

P

17. Do you feel the technology used in this project helps or hurts the
writing process? Explain.

Response
Codes

35.1 think it helps because you are able to see the points of views of
others, that you don't know, on your writing.

P

18. Do you have a computer at home with Internet access?

Respons
e
Percent

Response
Count

Yes

94.7%

36

No

5.3%

2

Other (please specify)

0

answ ered question

38

skipped question

0

19. If you do not have a computer at home, how do you feel this affected your
ability to complete this project? Explain.

Response
Count

13

answered question

13
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19. If you do not have a computer at home, how do you feel this affected your
ability to complete this project? Explain.

skipped question

25

Comment Text
18. Do you have a computer at home with Internet access?
1. I do have a computer.
2. I believe it wouldn't have affected me that much since I could just write it on paper.
3. I do have a computer. =0
4. I would feel that I wouldn't be able to do the project at home because the only time I
would get to go on the website is at school.
5. N/A
6. not applicable
7. It would've been harder because I would be limited in time because most kids would
have the internet at home while, I'll only have the access to the internet in school.
8. It did not affect it because we always get time in class and there are other place I
could go to use the computer.
9. I have a computer.
10. Utilizo mi lavabo [Use my washbasin]
11. I have a computer at home.
12. I have
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18. Do you have a computer at home with Internet access?
13. It would be stupid

Feelings
about
wiki

0.0%
(0)

0.0%
(0)

13.2%
(5)

73.7%
(28)

Outstanding, best academic
experience of my life so far

Good; I'd like to do this again

Neutral

aomewnai useless; aon t iook
forward to doing anything
like this again

Terrible, the worst academic
experience of my life so far

20. Overall, how would you rate your experience using the wiki?

Rating
Average

Response
Count

4.00

38

answ ered question

38

skipped question

0

13.2%
(5)
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